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“But error wounded writhes in pain, 
And dies amid her worshipers.” 


WHY? 


Because, concerning the Bible, there are truths 
which are very important, but which are gen- 
erally unknown. 


In these Epistles, the teaching may not be 
exactly in accordance with that of any existing 
denomination or sect. The Epistles are rather a 
criticizing of all denominations and sects. They 
point out universal errors in religious teaching. 
They point out universal errors in regard to the 
meaning of certain words. And they point out 
misinterpretations and consequent mistranslations 
in all our English versions of the Bible especially 
of the New Testament. 

In spelling Greek words with American let- 
ters, it is usual to represent Epsilon and Eyta by 
our e, and Omicron and Omega by our o. 


But this way (there being no diacritical 
marks) makes uncertainty. 

In these Epistles, Epsilon is represented by 
our e (the short sound of e being understood). 
Omicron is represented by our o (the short sound 
of o being understood). Eyta has the sound of e 


in they. It is represented by our e thus: é¢. Omega 
has the sound of o in go. It is represented by our 
o thus: 6. 

This way enables any reader to pronounce the 
Greek word correctly in regard to the sounds of 
these letters. 

The phonetic spelling of some words is used, 
leaving out the unnecessary ugh and o gh. 

Every lover of the Bible, especially every 
reader of these Epistles, ot to be familiar with a 
few Greek words. 

Baptiz6 is pronounced bapt-eez-6. When it 
is not merely symbolic, the Infinitive means, to 
change from one condition into another condition. 

The verbal nouns derived from baptiz6 are 
baptisma (bapt-is-ma), changed condition, bap- 
tismos (bapt-is-mos), a changing, and baptisis 
(bapt-is-is), a changing. 

And, in the New Testament, baptismos is 
used instead of baptisis. 

In these Epistles, the mode of baptizing-with- 
water, practiced by John the Baptizer and the 
disciples of Christ, is not discussed at all. 

But many of the mistranslated passages, in 
our English versions of the Bible, are in connec- 
tion with baptizo or with some word derived 
from baptizo. 

The aim, tn these Epistles, ts to point out mis- 
translated passages in our English versions of the 


Bible, and to show what the Bible would teach if 
it were correctly translated, and to prove what ts 
the meaning of certain words. 


FIRST EPISTLE 
VERSIONS AND LEXICONS 


Abbreviations, 1 Cor. x 2, Eph. iv 5, 
No “with” in Mark x 38, Luke xii 50, Acts xix 4, 
Baptism of John, Watery error nearly swamped 
the church. 
Eu-ar-es-ton, Calif. 
Friday, Jan. 13, 1928. 


7 
My Dear Brother:— 


There is great need of sound doctrine. Some- 
thing ot to be written. All sects and denomina- 
tions are believing error. That is, there is univer- 
sal error in Christian teaching. 

More than one half of Christian teaching is 
wrong-side-up. Error is on the top, and truth its 
crushed under it. 

Error deserves to be given a deadly wound. 
This Series of Epistles which I am beginning to 
write to you, is unsectarian like a book of Geom- 
etry. 

All Christians ot to welcome the truth. I am 
sure that, after you have studied these Epistles, 
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you will gladly pass them on to all denominations 
and sects. 

You have known persons who believe that 
the King James version is the original Bible, and 
that any other version is a perversion of the word 
of God. | 

But you do not believe anything like that. 
You know that the King James version is but one 
of many translations into English. 

You know that the Old Testament was orig- 
inally written in Hebrew, and the New Testa- 
ment in Greek. 

The Septuagint is a Greek version of the Old 
Testament. 

Several translations into English were made 
before the King James version was made, which 
was in 1611. 

In some newer versions of the N.’ 'T’.,) 4008 
assumed that the Greek verb, baptizo, means 
immerse. It is also assumed that the Greek word, 
baptisma, means the act of immersion (sub- 
mersion). 

But the truth is that baptisma does not mean 
any act whatever. It does not mean the act of 
immersion nor submersion nor sprinkling nor 
pouring nor swallowing nor any other act, but 
does mean the condition of being in Christ. “If 
any one be in Christ, there is a new creation.” 
The new creation (or the changed condition 
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which makes the creation appear new) is bap- 
tisma, baptism. 

You know that some people are very quickly 
offended if anything be said contrary to their 
belief in regard to the mode of baptizing with 
water. Assure such people that I am not going to 
discuss the mode of present-day baptizing, tho 
I may say something about the kind of water used. 

It is necessary to show clearly what meaning 
is inherent in the verb, baptizo, in order that we 
may know what is correct, and what is incorrect, 
translating in our English versions of the Bible. 

It has been asserted that “‘dip or immerse’’ is 
inherent in the word baptizo. It has been asserted 
that baptizo meant dip, and nothing but dip, in 
all Greek literature. And it has been asserted that 
“immerse’ is the exact equivalent of baptizo in 
the N. T. 

I shall prove to you that these assertions are 
absolutely false. And you must remember that 
proving these assertions to be false, is not saying 
what mode was used by John the Baptizer and the 
disciples of Christ. Altho there is no mode inher- 
ent in the word baptizo yet, in baptizing with 
water, some mode was used. If our belief in 
regard to what that mode was cannot stand upon 
the truth without the help of false assertions and 
false assumptions, let it fall. 
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The assertion that baptizo meant dip, and 
nothing but dip, in all Greek literature, is the 
opposite of the truth. Iam going to prove to you 
that it never meant dip in any Greek literature 
either sacred or classic. 

In proving this, we have first to deal with the 
Lexicons. Are Lexicons infallible? They are 
made by great scholars—made by persons who 
know a great deal about the Greek language. 

You will probably admit that there is no bet- 
ter Lexicon than that of Liddell and Scott. So 
let us not bother ourselves about others, but 
examine just this one. 

Let us look first at the edition of 1846. On 
the Title page, are these words: “With corrections 
and additions’. ‘The previous work could not 
have been infallible, else there would not have 
been corrections to be made. In the ‘‘Preface of 
the American Editor’, we learn that many 
changes were made. 

According to this edition the first meaning 
of baptiz6 is ‘‘to dip repeatedly’. 

Since that time, there has appeared another 
edition of this Lexicon, and the definition of bap- 
tizo has been changed. In the edition of 1882, it 
is ‘to dip in or under water’. 

I made inquiry about the 1882 edition. 
According to the information which I received, 
it appears that, in one re-print of this Lexicon, 


From B. C. 500 to A. D. 450 19 


some person or persons succeeded in getting the 
definition of one word changed for sectarian pur- 
pose. Ihe copy which I consulted was in the 
library of Occidental college. 

Why was this change made? We do not like 
to dip our victims repeatedly. See? 

Lexicographers (like other people) are cap- 
able of being influenced. And, no doubt, some 
Lexicographers (like some other people) are crea- 
tures of prejudice. 

If any Lexicographer says that ‘“‘dip or 
immerse’ is inherent in the verb, baptizd, he 
certainly is a creature of prejudice. 

According to a law of the Greek language, 
if baptizo means “‘dip’’, baptisma means ‘‘that 
which is dipped’. Baptisma is so defined in the 
edition of 1846. But some of us did not want it 
to mean “‘that which is dipped’, but did want it 
to mean “‘the act of dipping’. 

Therefore, it was declared that the inspired 
writers of the N. TI. (because they did not have 
sense enough or for some other reason) did not 
regard the above mentioned law of the Greek 
language, but used baptisma where they ot to 
have used baptisis. See definition of baptisma in 
edition of 1846. 

In the edition of 1882, baptisma is defined 
“baptism’’. This definition is true when the 
word “‘baptism’’ is correctly understood. But it 
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is not true that baptisma means the same as bap- 
tisis or baptismos. It is not true that the writers of 
the N. T. used baptisma when they ot to have 
used baptisis. 

Baptisis expresses action. The writers of the 
N. T. did not use baptisis at all. They used bap- 
tisma because it does not express action, but 
expresses the result of a mental and spiritual 
metamorphosis. 


But perhaps you may hear some one deny that 
it was declared that the writers of N. T. did not 
have sense enough to use words correctly. Some 
one may say that the Greek language, in apostolic 
time, was different from classic Greek. While a 
language lives it changes. Therefore, we would 
expect that the Greek of the N. T. would be 
somewhat different from the Greek of several 
hundred years previous. But the law (or rule) of 
the language had not changed. The ending ‘‘ma’”’ 
was not used in place of the ending “‘is’. Bap- 
tismos was used, in the N. T., in place of bap- 
tisis. In the Christian religion, there is one bap- 
tisma. This one baptisma is unknown outside of 
the Christian religion. 

Nearly the whole Christian world has been 
made to believe that the inspired writers of the N. 
T., made the great blunder of writing baptisma 
when they meant baptisis, that when they wrote 
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of the state of being-in-Christ, they did not mean 
what they wrote but meant a ceremonial perfor- 
mance. 

There are a great many people in the world, 
who are too willing to substitute an outward 
ceremony in place of Christian character, inner 
man transformed into oneness with Christ—too 
willing to substitute baptismos in place of bap- 
tisma. Such people, representing the church, 
influence lexicographers in regard to these words. 

Baptizo never meant “‘dip repeatedly’, never 
meant “dip in or under water’, never meant 
“dip’, never meant ‘immerse’, in any classic 
Greek writing. 

Before quoting the passages of classic Greek 
in which the word baptizo occurs, let me remind 
you that if, in any one of these passages, baptizo 
plainly does not mean dip, that one passage 
proves that “‘dip’’ is not inherent in the verb bap- 
tizo. 

And let me tell you that, in classic Greek, 
““‘baptized’’ means thoroly changed. The change 
is downward. A soldier utterly exhausted was 
said to be baptized. A man dead drunk was said 
to be baptized. A ship utterly helpless in the 
grasp of a storm, was said to be baptized. A 
sword so rusted as to be worthless was said to be 
baptized. A person asleep was said to be baptized. 

It is easy to see that these baptizings (these 
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changings) were not made in any particular mode. 
That is, it is easy to see that there is no mode in- 
herent in the verb. 

Such baptizings (such changings) were made 
in many different modes. A soldier, by extreme 
exertion, was changed from a fighting condition to 
a condition of helplessness. A man, by drinking 
intoxicating liquor, was changed from.a state of 
sobriety to a state of intoxication. A ship, by 
being lashed with wind and waves, was changed 
from the condition of seaworthiness to the con- 
dition of a helpless wreck. A mother says to her 
child, ‘‘Go to sleep’’. The child becomes baptized 
with sleep, becomes changed from being conscious 
to being unconscious. 

Shall we say that all these modes are defi- 
nitions of baptiz6? To do so would be no more 
improper than to say that ‘‘dip’’ is a definition of 
that verb or that ‘‘immerse’’ is a definition of it. 

There are instances of all these modes and of 
other modes beside these. But there is not one 
instance in which we can be sure that the change 
was accomplished by dipping. A person might be 
dipped so repeatedly that he would become worn 
out and helpless. In that case, he would be bap- 
tized. 

Do you remember, when we were boys at 
school, hearing one boy say to another, “If you 
do that, I’ll paralyze you’’? Of course, the boy 
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said more than he really meant. But when one 
Greek threatened to baptize another, he meant 
that he would paralyze him. The threat might 
be fulfilled by dipping repeatedly or by some other 
mode. 


EXAMPLES IN CLASSICAL GREEK 


1) The oldest example known of the use of 
baptizo, is in Pindar’s Pithic odes, written about 
B. C. 500. He says, 

“I, as a cork above the net, am unbaptized of 
the brine’. 

It may be said that a cork does not remain as 
low as the trough of the sea, allowing the wave 
- to lash over it, but rises on the wave unlashed. 

And it may be said that a cork is often jerked 
under the water and rises out again. That is, it 
is dipped repeatedly. But it is not baptized. 
Therefore, ‘‘dipped repeatedly’’ means, not bap- 
tized, or unbaptized. 

But the truth is that the mode has nothing to 
do with the meaning. A cork remains unbaptized 
because it does not become changed, water-soaked, 
worthless. 

2) Plato wrote about B. C. 400. He, in 
speaking of a young man who was perplexed by 
questions, says, 

“And I knowing that the youth was bap- 
tized, wishing to give him a respite’. 
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Were the questions in a tub? and was the 
youth dipped into them? In place of ‘“‘baptized”’ 
let us substitute the definition ‘“‘dipped in or under 
water’: “And I, knowing that the youth was 
dipped in or under water’. Does it appear to you 
that ‘“‘dipped in or under water’’ is, in this 
example, the true meaning of “‘baptized’’? 

The truth is that, without any regard to mode 
and without any water, the youth was changed 
from clearheadedness into confusion. 

3) Plato, in his dialogues, introduces a 
speaker who, complaining of the evil effects of 
wine, says, 

“For I myself am of those baptized yesterday’’. 

Was the wine in a tub? and were these persons 
dipped into it? Let us read the quotation this 
way: ‘For I myself am of those dipped repeat- 
edly yesterday’. Does this sentence express what 
the man meant? 

The truth is that he was baptized by drink- 
ing. Drinking, or swallowing, was one of the 
most common modes of baptizing in years after 
this. Both Jesus and Paul, allude to this mode. 
But the mode was of no importance. The speaker 
was changed from soberness into drunkenness. 

‘The change was downward. In the Christian 
religion, the change is upward. 

4) This is from ““The Epigram on Eupolis”’ 
by Alcibiades, B. C. 400. The sentence contains 
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both bapt6 and baptizo. Alcibiades says to 
Eupolis, ‘““You bapted me in plays, but I, bap- 
tizing you with waves of the sea, will destroy 
with bitterer streams’. 

Eupolis, in his plays, had tried to stain the 
reputation of Alcibiades by casting upon him 
foul and false, charges. or this, Alcibiades 
threatens (some say) to dip him repeatedly. 
Others observe that “‘waves’’ is in the dative with- 
out a preposition: ‘with waves of the sea’. And 
then is added “‘shall destroy with bitterer 
streams’. he threat may have been a murderous 
threat. The threatened change may have been 
from life into death. 

5) Eubulus, about B. C. 380, says, ‘““who 
is baptized now the fourth day, leading the fam- 
ished life of miserable mullet’. 

Some believe that the writer is speaking of a 
person who was shipwrecked. Others believe that 
“the fourth day’ is the fourth day of a drunken 
spree. 

Think of a person shipwrecked and ‘‘baptized 
now the fourth day’. If he was dipped four days, 
would not that be too long a dip for him to be 
still alive? 

If he was in a drunken spree, we know that 
he was not baptized by being dipped into the 
intoxicating liquor. 
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6) Heraclides Ponticus (B. C. 360) is said 
to have written, “Since the mass of iron, drawn 
red-hot from the furnace, is baptized with water; 
and the fiery glow, by its own nature, quenched 
with water, ceases’. 

Some observe that blacksmiths dip hot irons 
in a tub of water.. Others observe that “the mass 
of iron’ was so large that to handle it required 
two men, that it was red-hot, and that such a 
mass of red-hot iron dipped into a vessel of water, 
would immediately generate so much steam as to 
scald the men and produce other bad results. 
‘They also observe that the word ‘‘water’’ occurs 
twice in the quotation and that, in both places, it 
is the instrumental dative: ‘‘with water’. 

The red-hot iron was changed with water, 
“the fiery glow’ ceased to be. 

7) Aristotle, about B. C. 300, speaking of 
some tideland, says, ‘Certain desert places full of 
rushes and seaweed, which, when it is ebb-tide, 
are not baptized but, when it is full-tide, are 
flooded’’. 

Quite a part of Aberdeen, Wash., is built on 
such land. When the tide came in, all the little. 
sloughs would be filled, and the land soaked, be- 
ing partially covered (katakluzed). 

But the important thing to be observed is 
this: ‘hat land was never taken up and dipped 
down into the water of the harbor. The land lay 
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motionless while the water soaked it. “Therefore, 
according to Aristotle, “‘baptized’’ did not mean 
dipped. When katakluzed, the land was changed 
into worthless land. 

EXAMPLES IN SEPTUAGINT 

Now we have come along in chronological 
order to the time of the Septuagint which was 
translated about B. C. 280. 

In the Sep., the word, baptiz6, occurs twice 
in canonical Scriptures and twice in the Apocry- 
pha. 

8) Turn to 2 Kings v 10-14. In the tenth 
verse, we read that Elisha sent a messenger to Naa- 
man to tell him to wash himself seven times at the 
Jordan. In the fourteenth verse, we read that he 
went down and baptized himself seven times at 
the Jordan. 

In our English versions, it reads, ‘“Then went 
he down and dipped himself seven times in the 


Jordan’’. Now the question is, Is this translation 


correct? Does ‘‘baptized’’ here mean dipped? 
There is nothing to prove that it here means 
dipped except the often repeated false statement 
that “baptizo always meant dip and nothing but 
dip, in all Greek literature’. We have seen that 
this is the opposite of the truth. 

There is proof that, in this place, ‘““baptized”’ 
does not mean dipped. But let us pass that by. 

9) Turn to Isa. xxi 4. In K.J.V., it reads, 
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“My heart panted, fearfulness affrighted me’. 
In A. S. V., it reads ““My heart fluttereth, horror 
hath affrighted me’. In Bap. Imp. Ed., it reads, 
“My mind wanders, horror has disquieted me’. 
In the Sep., it reads, ‘“‘“My heart wanders and 
iniquity baptizes me’. 

If baptizd means dip, into what does iniquity 
dip a person? ‘The Bible nowhere says that 
iniquity dips into anything. It does say that 
iniquity baptizes. 

The Greek word that is here translated 
‘iniquity’ is anomia. [he same Greek word is in 
Ex. xxxiv 7: ‘Visiting the iniquity of the fathers 
upon the children’. The same Greek word is in 
2 Sam. xiv 9: ‘““The iniquity be on me and on my 
father’s house’. “The same Greek word is in Psa. 
lv 3: “‘For they cast iniquity upon me’. 

These quotations are sufficient to show that 
““‘baptizes me’’, in Isa. xxi 4, does not mean dips 
me. 

Lawlessness is the literal translation of 
anomia. Lawlessness is iniquity. We may use the 
word, lawlessness, in translating Isa. xxi 4. 
n , and lawlessness baptizes me’. 

By comparing the Greek with the English 
translations of the Hebrew, the meaning of “‘bap- 
~. tizes me’’ is changes me from a feeling of safety in- 
to fearfulness. | 
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We have now examined the only places in 
which baptiz6 occurs in the canonical Scriptures 
of the O. T. 

10) Baptizo occurs twice in the apocryphal 
books of the O. T. Turn to the twelfth chapter 
of Judith. In the seventh verse, we read, ‘“‘And 
she (ebaptizeto) baptized herself en the camp epi 
the fountain of water’’. 

This is the fountain which had supplied the 
city of Bethulia with water. The people of 
Bethulia were about to die of thirst because the 
enemy had taken possession of this fountain. 

At this fountain of water for drinking, 
Judith baptized herself. There is not a word in 
the narrative to indicate that she dipped herself 
in this drinking water—nothing but the claim 
that baptizo means dip. That is a false claim. 
“Baptized” here does not mean dipped. 

11) Turn to Seirach xxxi 30: “‘Being bap- 
tized from the dead and again touching it, what 
was he benefited by his washing?”’ 

This verse has caused me to study somewhat. 
And, after all my studying, I cannot see how we 
can deny that the mode, in this case, was sprink- 
ling. Of course we do not have to admit that 
sprinkling was the mode of the N. T. baptizing. 

The law concerning baptizing from the dead, 
is in Num. xix. The first ten verses tell how the 
“water of separation” or ‘‘water for impurity”’, 


30 Baptiz6 Meant Change 


was prepared. In the Sep., this water is called, 
water (rhantismou) of sprinkling. The 13th, 
18th, 19th, 20th, and 21st, verses speak of the 
sprinkling of this water. ‘“‘Sprinkle’’ is the only 
modal verb in this chapter, used in connection 
with water. | 

But some one may say that the 7th, 8th and 
19th, verses say, ‘‘bathe . . in water’. Our Eng- 
lish versions do say, “‘bathe . . in water’. But 
the Greek, in the 7th verse, says, ‘And he shall 
wash his body with water’. In the 8th verse, it 
says, ‘‘And he shall wash his body’. In the 19th 
verse it says, “‘And he shall wash himself with 
water’. There is no ‘‘dip’’ himself in water’ nor 
anything to indicate a dipping. 

Why did a person remain unclean? Read, in 
The Sep., the latter part of verse 20: ‘Because 
water of spinkling was not sprinkled around on 
him, he is unclean’. 

Notice that there were other washings, but 
that the sprinkling was the essential part, and that 
without it no other washing was of any avail. 

A person was ‘‘baptized from the dead” by 
being sprinkled with the purification water of 
sprinkling (the ashes of a heifer). Read Heb. ix 
13:‘° . . the ashes of a heifer sprinkling the de- 
filed, sanctifies in reference to the purity of the 
flesh’’. 
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In this example of the use of baptiz6, there 
are two things that we must admit. It is a ‘‘have 
to’’ case. We have to admit that the mode of bap- 
tizing was sprinkling. And we must also admit 
that, in the Bible, a baptizing by sprinkling is 
spoken of as being a washing. In the quotation, 
notice this: ““what was he benefited by his wash- 
ing?’ 

In this example, as in all others that we have 
examined, “‘baptized’’ does not mean dipped. 

Sprinkling was the mode in this example, but 
that does not make ‘‘sprinkling’’ a definition of 
baptizo. Sprinkling is only one of the many pos- 
sible modes. 

And, if dipping were the mode in some exam- 
ple, that would not make ‘dip’ a definition of 
baptizo. Dipping would be only one of the many 
possible modes. See? 

‘This baptizing from the dead was by sprin- 
kling. But that does not prove anything in regard 
to the mode that was used by John the Baptizer 
and by the disciples of Christ. 

But this instance does prove some things 
which we have to admit. 

We have to admit that the Mosaic (or O. T.) 
baptizing was by sprinkling. 

In Isa, xxi 4, the baptizing by iniquity was 
not a baptizing-with-water and was without 
mode. 
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In Judith xii 7, the baptizing of Judith, and 
in 2 Kings v 14, the baptizing of Naaman, were 
baptizings-with-water. Being O. T. baptizings, 
the mode was sprinkling. “Therefore, Judith did 
not dip herself in the water that was for drinking. 
Neither did Naaman strip off his clothes and dip 
himself in the Jordan. It was only the leprous 
‘place’ that caused Naaman’s anxiety. See 2 
Kings v 11. 

2 Kings v 14 is mistranslated in our English 
versions. Naaman baptized (sprinkled) the lep- 
rous place seven times at the Jordan. 

Notice that, not only sprinkling from the 
dead but also, the sprinkling of Naaman was 
spoken of as being a washing. See 2 Kings v 10. 

Here, in Southern California, in the winter 
season, God washes clean the dusty leaves of the 
trees. He washes them by sprinkling. Sprinkling 
is a washing. 

In the O. T., baptizo means, I change. A 
sprinkling (a baptizing) was a type of a changing 
from defilement to purity. It was sprinkling be- 
cause, in a sprinkling, the same water is never used 
the second time and, therefore, is free from defile- 
ment. 

If several persons were dipped into standing 
water, at least every one after the first one, would 
be dipped into defilement. The dipping would 
not be a type of a purifying. 
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You and I would not admit all this if it were 
not a have-to-admit case. 


All the examples outside of the Bible, that we 
have examined, were real baptizings. That is, a 
change was produced. 


In these examples in the Apocrypha, no 
change was produced. The change was merely 
typified. | 


EXAMPLES FRoM B. C. 280 To A. 1k 


Now we have examined seven examples of the 
use of baptizo in classical Greek up to the time of 
the Sep. (B. C. 280). 

We have also examined every example of its 
use in the Sep. 

“We have found that it does not, in any one 
case, mean ‘dip’ either in classical Greek or in the 
Sep. 

But some one may say that Greek writers 
between B. C. 280 and the time of Christ, used 
baptizo in the sense of “‘dip’’ and of “‘sink’’. 

12) The first undoubted example after the 
date of the Sep. is in the 15th Epigram of Evenus 
of Paros (B. C. 250). Evenus says of Bacchus 
(wine), that “‘he baptizes with sleep, the neigh- 
bor of death’. | 

What is the mode in this example? Is it 
drinking? or is it swallowing? or is it some act- 
ing of the wine after it has been swallowed? A 
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sufficient amount of wine, after it has been 
swallowed, makes the person dead-drunk, “‘bap- 
tizes with sleep, the neighbor of death’. 

‘He’, in this example, means wine. Let us 
read it this way: ‘Wine dips with sleep’. Does 
that make good sense? Is dips the meaning of 
baptizes? Let us read it this way: ‘‘Wine dips in 
or under water with sleep’’. | 

Is it not true that nature baptizes us with 
sleep every night ordinarily? Would it be just as 
true to say that nature dips us in or under water 
with sleep every night? 

‘There are persons unreasonable enough to say 
that nature does dip us with sleep. ‘Therefore we 
might notice what the writers of the Bible thot in 
regard to the mode of sleep. | 

Read Acts xx 9 (K. J. V.): ““Eutychus, being 
fallen into a deep sleep’. Was not he dipped? 

But there is no “‘fallen’’ and no “‘into’”’ in the 
Greek. In A. S. V., it is “‘Eutychus, borne down 
with deep sleep’. In 20th Cen. N. T., itis “. . 
overcome with great drowsiness’. 

Read Psa. Ixxvi 6: ‘*. . are cast into a dead 
sleep’. In Bap. Imp. Ed., it is ‘“‘. . They lay in 
deep sleep’’. In the Greek, there is no “‘cast into”’ 
nor ‘lay in’. It is ‘‘enustaxan’’, they slept. 

Now read Gen. ii 21: ““And God cast a deep 
sleep upon Adam’’. Read Gen. xv 12: “‘,a deep 
sleep fell upon Abram’’. Read 1 Sam. xxvi 12: 
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“, . because a deep sleep from the Lord was fal- 
len upon them’’. Read Job iv 13: ‘‘When deep 
sleep falls on men’’. Read Isa. xxix 10: ‘‘For the 
Lord has poured out upon you the spirit of deep 
sleep’. 

Now let us not dispute with anybody. Let 
us admit that a baptizing with sleep is without 
mode. 

Here, between the Sep. and the N. T., is a bap- 
tizing without mode and without water. 

Such examples show us that the definition 
“dip in or under water’ is about as far from the 
truth as a definition possibly could be. Baptizo 
does not mean dip and does not necessarily have 
any connection with water. 

Since, in this instance, there is neither mode 
nor water, what is there? ‘There is change from 
one condition into another condition—change 
from the condition of wakefulness to the con- 
dition of insensibility. 

13) Polybius (B. C. 180), describing the 
loss of a body of cavalry in a marsh, says, ‘“Uhey, 
baptized by themselves and sinking in the pools, 
were all useless and many of them perished’’. 

They were so besplashed, so besplattered, so 
loaded with mud and water, and so exhausted by 
their own exertions, that they were “‘baptized by 
themselves’. That is, they were, by themselves, 
changed, from the condition of ability to fight, to 
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the condition of helplessness. They did not dip 
themselves. And we see that the baptizing and 
the sinking are two different things. 

When a ship is baptized, it is likely to sink. 
But the baptizing and the sinking are two differ- 
ent things. | 

‘Therefore, a Lexicon is wrong when it defines 
baptizo thus: “‘of ships, to sink them’”’. 

It is not always necessary but, in determining 
the meaning of a word, it is necessary to be exact 
in the use of Language. It will not do to say that 
shoot means sink. 

In the world war, a person of one belligerent 
nation might say, We sank one of the enemy’s 
vessels. But the exact truth is that they torpedoed 
(disabled, baptized) the vessel, after which it 
sank of its own accord. The torpedoing and the 
sinking are two very different acts. 

If they could grapple a vessel, and force it 
under the water without first disabling it, that 
would be submersing (sinking) it. But that 
would be an act very different from torpedoing 
(baptizing) a vessel. 

At the present time, a boy says that he hurled 
a rock, when he means that he threw a stone. 
School teachers ot to be taught to teach children 
that there is the same difference between a rock and 
a stone that there is between a mountain and a 


hill. 
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Universally wrong use of language results in 
loss of the force of N. T. teaching. Jesus said to 
Peter, ““You are stone and, on this rock, I shall 
build my church’’. Not on Peter (a mere stone), 
but on this truth (the solid rock) that Jesus is the 
Christ the Son of the living God. 

Many people are not exact in using language. 
Therefore, some Greek writer might write “‘bap- 
tized’’ when he meant sunk; the two being, in 
some cases, closely connected. 

14) An example (?) of this kind is concern- 
ing a harpoon made of oak and pine: ‘“When the 
oaken part is baptized by the weight, the rest is 
floating and easily recovered’. 

Of this, Gallaher says, ‘““Conant’s Ex. 6 pur- 
ports to be quoted from Polybius’ History, Book 
34. But we learn from Anthon’s Classical Dic- 
tionary, Art. Polybius, that only five of his books 
of History are now extant. There are a few short 
scraps of twelve other books. But all after book 
17 is irrevocably lost, so that an extract from 
Book 34 of the History by Polybius is not worth 
examining’. 

15) Nicander (B. C. 150) wrote about hus- 
bandry. A part of his directions for pickling vege- 
tables reads thus: ‘‘And baptize many together 
with sharp brine’. ‘Brine’ here is instrumental 
dative: with sharp brine. You know that the 
vegetables are put into a vessel, and then the brine 
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is poured on them. They are changed, pickled, 
by the brine. They are not dipped into the brine. 
It is plain here that baptiz6 does not mean, dip. 

16) According to Strabo (B. C. 30), an all- 
day lashing by the waves of the sea, is a baptizing 
even when it is not intimated that the lashing has 
produced complete exhaustion. He writes con- 
cerning the marching of Alexander's army along 
a narrow, storm-lashed, beach: ‘Alexander, 
happening there at the stormy season, and trust- 
ing most to fortune, set out before the storm abat- 
ed; and they marched the whole day, being bap- 
tized to the waist’. 

17) Diodorus Siculus (B. C. 30) speaking 
of the defeat of the Carthaginian army on the 
bank of the river Crimissus, says, ‘Ihe river, 
rushing down with a more violent current, bap- 
tized many, and destroyed those swimming across 
in their armor’. 

‘Those swimming in their armor, evidently 
were sunk and thus destroyed. It appears that 
the many who were baptized were completely 
exhausted by the violent current. 

18) The same writer, speaking of the sudden 
overflow of the Nile, says, ‘““Most of the wild 
animals, overtaken by the river, perish, being bap- 
tized’’. 

This much is clear in regard to this passage: 
the animals were not dipped in the river, but the 
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river overtook them. Being completely exhausted 
by running, the river overtook them. 

19) Diodorus Siculus wrote another passage. 
In this, it is clearly seen that he did not mean 
dipped when he wrote “‘baptized’’. In speaking 
of the three divisions of Egypt, he says, ‘“The 
second part the kings have received for public rev- 
enues; and on account of the abundant supply 
from these, they do not baptize the common 
people with taxes’. 

That is, they do not change the common 
people from the condition of happiness and pros- 
perity to the condition of discouragement and 
despondency. 

Or does it mean this: They do not put the - 
taxes in a tub, and dip the common people into 
them? 

Or does it mean this: They do not dip in or 
under water the common people with taxes? 

Let us admit that baptizo does not mean dip. 
Let us admit that it is ridiculously false and 
absurd to say that it means ‘“‘dip in or under 
water’. 

EXAMPLES IN THE N. T. 


We have now come along to the time of the 
N. T. We have come thru a space of five hundred 
years, in Greek literature, searching for a passage 
that would prove that baptiz6 means dip. We 
have not found such a passage. 
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Notice that, in example 4, ““You bapted me in 
plays’’ means, You stained my reputation. 

Bapt6 originally meant, stain, dye, change 
from one color to another color. Ordinarily the 
thing was thus changed by being dipped in a dye- 
pot. Hence bapt6 acquired the secondary mean- 
ing, dip. Bapto is used in the N. T., to mean dip. 
When a writer of the N. IT’. meant dip, he did not 
use the word, baptizo. 

In speaking of the Bible and the different 
versions, let us use abbreviations: O. T. for Old 
Testament, N. T. for New Testament, Sep. for 
Septuagint, K. J. V. for King James version, A. S. 
V. for American Standard version, Bap. Imp. Ed. 
for Baptist Improved Edition of 1912, 20th Cen. 
N. T. for Twentieth Century New Testament, 
Moff. N. T. for New ‘Testament translated by 
James Moffatt. 

In some places N. IT. Mdn. Sph. for New 
Testament in Modern Speech. This is R. F. Wey- 
mouth’s version. 

In some places N. T. Mdn. Eng. for New 
Testament in Modern English. ‘This is Ferrar 
Fenton's version. 

For the other versions, the names of the trans- 
lators are used: Young, Rotherham, Goodspeed. 

Make the abbreviations familiar to you; so 
that you will not merely read the letters. Read 
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what they mean. If the letters be N. T., say, New 
Testament. Read all the others in like manner. 

Look at 1 Cor. x 2: “And all were baptized 
into Moses by the cloud and by the sea’. “Thou- 
sands of people say and the Lexicons teach, that 
baptized means dipped. If it does mean dipped, 
more than 600,000 men (besides the infirm and 
women and children) were dipped into Moses. 
See Num. 1 45-47. Think of it: more than 600,- 
000 men all dipped into one man, and that man 
still lived! No; baptiz6 here does not mean dip. 
Try immerse, but it is no better. Try any modal 
verb, and it will not fit the place. 

But some one may tell you that the dipping 
was not into Moses, but was into the cloud and 
into the sea. But that is not true. They were 
baptized into Moses and, if “‘baptized’’ means 
dipped, they were dipped into Moses. ‘They were 
not in the cloud nor in the water. 

The statement that they were in the cloud 
and in the sea squarely contradicts the fourteenth 
chapter of Ex. When 1 Cor. x 1, 2 are so trans- 
lated as to agree with the 14th chapter of Ex., 
these verses tell us that the Israelites were baptized 
into Moses by the cloud and by the sea. But they 
were not dipped by the cloud and by the sea. 

The Israelites saw the cloud and the sea, act- 
ing as if they had intelligence, and doing it in 
obedience to Moses. 
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Notice that the cloud and the sea, did not act 
as mere elements but acted as agents that did the 
baptizing. They exerted a powerful influence up- 
on the Israelites. They changed the mental atti- 
tude of the Israelites from opposition against 
Moses to obedience to Moses. ‘That is, they bap- 
tized the Israelites into Moses. Now do you see 
the meaning of baptizo? 

To baptize is to change thoroly from one con- 
dition into another condition. 

To baptize one person into another person, 
is so to change the one that he is in harmony with 
and under the control of, the other. | 

Jesus and Moses are the only persons thus 
spoken of in the N. T. and our definition fits in 
regard to both. 

We find also “‘baptized into’’ when it is 
simply baptized into a different condition and not 
into another person. In such places, it means 
metamorphosed, thoroly changed, from a pre- 
vious condition into the said condition. 

We believe that Paul knew the meaning of 
“baptized’’, and understood what he was writing 
when he wrote 1 Cor. x 2. But when he wrote 
that the Israelites were baptized at the crossing of 
the Red Sea, he assumed that “‘baptized’’ did not 
mean dipped nor submerged nor sunk. 

The Israelites did not suffer any of these 
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things, but “walked upon dry land in the midst 
of the sea’. 

If Paul had believed that baptizo meant dip 
or immerse or sink, he would have written just 
about the opposite of what he did write. He 
might have written something like this: ‘The 
Israelites, helped by the cloud and by the sea, 
were not baptized. But the Egyptians, pursuing 
after them into the sea, were all baptized. 

One such example in the N. T., ot to settle 
it, once and for ever, that baptiz6 does not mean 
dip in the N. T. 

Therefore it is not necessary, in this Epistle, 
for us to examine every passage in the N. T. in 
which occurs the word, baptizo, or the word, 
baptisma. 

1 Pet. 111 20, 21, Rom. vi 2-11, Col. 1111, 12, 
and other passages will be thoroly examined in 
the next Epistle. 

Let me say that the word “immersion” has 
been abused clear out of its proper meaning. 
Those who say immersion, mean submersion. 

Read Eph. iv 5: “‘One Lord, one faith, one 
baptism’’. Shall we say, One Lord, one faith, one 
dipping repeatedly?. Shall we say, One Lord, one 
faith, one dipping in or under water? If each per- 
son be dipped but once, there are as many dippings 
as there are persons dipped. ‘Therefore, if there is 
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but one dipping, what is that dipping? Nobody 
knows. 

If you believe that baptisma (baptism) is an 
act, you go wrong every time. Therefore, remem- 
ber that it is a state or condition. We can easily 
understand how there can be but one state or con- 
dition of heart (or soul) for all Christians. That 
one state or condition, is oneness with Christ, 
baptism into Christ. 

Mark x 38 and Luke xii 50 are closely related 
to each other. Each of these verses contains the 
word, baptizo, and also the word, baptisma. And 
these verses prove, beyond the shadow of a doubt, © 
that baptizo does not mean “‘dip repeatedly”’ nor 
“dip in or under water’’ nor “‘dip’’ in any other 
Way. 

They also prove that baptimsa does not 
mean, a dipping repeatedly nor a dipping in-or- ~ 
under-water nor any other kind of dipping. Here 
““baptized’’ means, changed from life into death. 

Jesus here speaks of crucifixion, calling it 
baptism. He speaks of his crucifixion which was 
about to be, as if it were already present. 

Are you able . .. to be crucified the cruci- 
fixion which I am crucified? This is what Jesus 
meant. 

Or is this what he meant? 

Are you able . . . to be dipped repeatedly the 
dipping repeatedly which I am dipped repeatedly? 
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Or is this what he meant? 

Are you able . . . to be dipped in or under 
water the dipping in or under water that I am 
dipped in or under water? 

Of the question which Jesus asked, here are 
three translations. 

Two of these translations are in accord with 
the teaching of the Lexicon. Is either edition of 
the Lexicon true in regard to the meaning of 
““baptized’’ and of “‘baptism’’? 

If you like, you may supply the word “with” 
in either of the last two translations, thus: 

“Are you able . . . to be dipped in or under 
water with the dipping in or under water that I 
am dipped in or under water with?” 

Try the 1882 definition in Luke xii 50: “But 
I have a dipping in or under water to be dipped in 
or under water with’. 

There is, in our language, no word except 
baptize that will exactly translate baptizo in all 
places, 


Excepting ‘“‘baptize’’, metamorphose will as 
nearly translate it as will any word that we have. 

We have also the word metamorphosis. If we 
have the word metamorphosm, it will very nearly 
translate baptisma. 


The Iraelites were metamorphosed into Moses 
by the cloud and by the sea. See 1 Cor. x 2. 
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Are you able . . . to be metamorphosed the 
metamorphosm that I am (about to be) meta- 
morphosed? See Mark x 38. 

But I have a metamorphosm to be meta- 
morphosed; and how I am straitened till it be 
accomplished. See Luke xii 50. 

One Lord, one faith, one metamorphosm. 
See Eph. iv 5. 

“With” is a preposition. Therefore, Mark x 
38, Luke xii 50, and Acts xix 4, might be 
examined in the next Epistle. But the “‘with’’, in 
these places, is not a mistranslation of any Greek 
preposition. There is no preposition in the Greek. 
And baptisma is not in the Dative case and 
does not allow the preposition, with, to be sup- 
plied. 

Our translators have interpolated the ‘with’, 
apparently because they did not understand the 
meaning and the usage of the words, “‘baptized’’ 
and “‘baptism’’. 

Read these three verses in the English versions 
that you have. 

Baptism and baptize are used as we use dream 
and some other words. I dreamed a dream (not I 
dreamed with a dream). 

In classical Greek, we learned that a person 
having been made to drink a cup of poison, was 
baptized. 
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In Mark x 38, Jesus alludes to this mode of 
baptizing. 

Are you able to drink the drink of poison? 

Are you able to be crucified the crucifixion? 

“Are you able . . . to be baptized the bap- ~ 
— tism?”’ 

Does Jesus here mean, are you able to be 
dipped in water? or does he mean, are you able 
to be changed from life into death? 

Everywhere, change is the definition of bap-. 
tize. Baptizing with water is merely symbolizing 
a changing. 

_“T have a baptism to be baptized’”’ (Luke xii 
50) means, I have a death to be died. Translators 
make the mistake of thinking that it is “‘I to be 
died with death’. But it is death to be died 
(without any “‘with’’). 

John produced a production of repentance. 

John metamorphosed a metamorphosm of 
repentance. 

“John baptized a baptism of repentance’ 
(Acts xix 4) in the hearts of the people to whom 
he preached. 

He afterward symbolized this by baptizing 
them with water. 

But the baptism which John baptized by 
preaching, was as dry as dryness can be. 

In regard to the N. T., the purpose of this 
Epistle is to prove that dip is not inherent in bap- 
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tizO as this verb is used in the N. T. This purpose 
has now been amply fulfilled. We cannot avoid 
admitting that Jesus knew the meaning of “bap- 
tized’”’ and of “‘baptism’’. And we now have seen 
that he used these two words in such a way as to 
make it to appear that dipped and a dipping are 
foreign to them. 


It is believed that, in Luke xx 4, Jesus asked 
the chief priests, scribes and elders, a question in 
regard to John’s baptizing-with-water. This be- 
lief is error. “UVhe effect of John’s preaching was a 
changing of the people from the condition of 
being satisfied with self into the condition of being 
repentant. [his final condition was baptism. 
Jesus asked these Jews whether this changed con- 
dition of the people, was from heaven or from 
men. 


Baptizing the people with water, was, for 
them, a confessing and proclaiming that they were 
thus changed. Then John urged them so to live 
that their confessing and proclaiming by a baptiz- 
ing with water, would not be a lie. “Produce 
therefore fruit worthy of repentance’ (Matt. iti 
8). In Matt. iii 11, John says, “I baptize you’ 
with water in relation to repentance’’—not to 
produce repentance nor to be a substitute in place 
of repentance. 


In Matt. iti 7 (and also in other places), the 
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word “‘baptism”’ is used much as the word, refor- 
mation, would be used. 

In the 16th century, a member of one church 
might have been asked, Into what were you re- 
formed? And he could have replied, Into Luther’s 
reformation. 

Another person might have been asked, Into 
what were you reformed? And he might have re- 
plied, Into Zwingli’s reformation. 

In Acts xix 3, Paul said, Into what then were 
you baptized? And they said, Into John’s bap- 
tism. 

The word ‘‘reformation’’ is not necessarily as 
strong as the word “‘baptism’’. 

And he said, Into what then were you meta- 
morphosed? And they said, Into John’s meta- 
morphosm. And Paul said, John metamorphosed 
a metamorphosm of repentance, saying to the 
people that they should believe on him that 
should come after him, that is, on Jesus. And 
when they heard this, they were metamorphosed 
into the name of the Lord Jesus. See Acts xix 3-5. 

In this search for the meaning of baptizo and 
of baptisma, in the N. T., we have found these 
words used where there is no mention of water 
nor any reference to water nor any allusion to 
water. 

Now notice that there is no such term, in the 
Bible, as baptism with water. ‘The word, water, 
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is found in connection with baptize, but nowhere 
in connection with baptism. 

To understand this, read, in Rom. 11 28, 
“Neither is that circumcision which is outward 
in the flesh’. But many times in the Bible, it is 
called circumcision. What is it if it is not circum- 
cision? Read, in Rom. iv 11, ‘‘And he received 
the sign of circumcision’. 

Neither is that baptism which is outward on 
the flesh. It is nowhere in the Bible, called bap- 
tism. 

It is not even a baptizing, but it is called a 
baptizing. What is it if it is not a baptizing? It 
is the sign of a baptizing. 

Why is it called baptizing? For about the 
same reason that we may, when we look at a 
picture, say, That is George Washington. But it 
is not George Washington. It is only a picture of 
him. 

Teachers of religion, and lexicographers in- 
fluenced by these teachers, endeavor to improve 
the teaching of the inspired writers by saying that 
that which is outward on the flesh, is baptism. 
And they talk about ‘“‘water baptism’’. 

Baptism-in-or-under-water, baptism-with- 
water, and water-baptism, are get-ups of the un- 
inspired. They are foreign to the N. T. 

Teachers of religion, in calling a nonessential 
by the name of an essential, open the way for 
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thousands to substitute the nonessential (an out- 
ward ceremony) in place of the essential (baptism 
which is of the heart). 

Saying that what is outward on the flesh, is 
baptism, is the great watery error which has so 
nearly swamped the church by making countless 
spurious Christians. 

EXAMPLES SINCE N. T. TIME 

Now let us go on. We might notice a few 
examples, outside of the N. T., written after the 
beginning of the Christian age. 

20) Plutarch who lived in the first century, 
wrote, regarding the city of Athens, “‘A bladder 
thou mayest be baptized but thou art not destined 
to sink’. 

Here the baptizing is placed in opposition to 
sinking. A baptizing is neither a dipping nor a 
sinking. 

21). The same author wrote, “‘Why do they 
pour in water with the wine, and say that fisher- 
men received an oracle commanding to baptize 
Bacchus at the sea?’’ 

In this instance, the wine was not dipped into 
the water, but the water mingled with the wine 
and thus changed it from strong to weak. 

22) Conon, a writer of the first century, 
wrote concerning Thebe the wife of Alexander, 
“And, having baptized Alexander with much 
wine’. 
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Here ‘‘wine’’ is instrumental dative, and can- 
not mean a receptive element into which she 
dipped Alexander. We are sure that he drank the 
wine. Baptiz6 is here used just as it was used by 
Plato more than 400 years before. 

Fasten this so securely in your mind, that it 
will never get away: Drinking something or 
giving a person something to drink, was one of 
the common modes—the most common mode— 
of baptizing. 

23) Josephus was born A. D. 37. In A. J. 
Book x, chap. 9, he speaks of the assassination of 
Gedaliah: ‘‘Seeing him in this condition and bap- 
tized into insensibility and sleep by drunkenness’’, 

Gedaliah was not dipped, but he was changed 
from being sober to being drunken. Evidently he 
was baptized by drinking. 

The Bible account of the assassination is in 
Jer. xl and xli. 

24) Philo, a Jew who lived in the first cen- 
tury, wrote, ““[he sober and those contented with 
little, excel in intelligence; but those, on the con- 
trary, who are glutted with food and drink, are 
least intelligent, as though the reason were bap- 
tized with the things coming upon it’’. 

Reason was baptized by gluttony, not dipped 
in or under water. 

25) The same writer says, “I know some 
who, when they become slightly intoxicated, be- 
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fore they are thoroughly baptized, make pro- 
vision, by contribution and tickets, for to- 
morrow’s drinking’’. | 

“Thoroughly baptized’ in this quotation, 
means what we mean by dead-drunk. These were 
_ thoroly baptized by drinking, not by being 
dipped in or under water. 

26) As quoted by Wm. Hamilton in “Com- 
pend of Baptism’’, we find Libanius (about A. D. 
350) saying, “‘He, who hardly bears the things 
which he is already bearing, would be baptized by 
a small addition’. 

This is somewhat like the saying: It is the 
last straw that breaks the camel’s back. It is the 
last straw that puts the camel out of commission. 
It is the last straw that baptizes the camel. 

27) And Achilles Tatius (about A. D. 450) 
says, ‘‘Misfortunes assailing, baptize us’. 

28) He also says, ‘“‘What so great wrong 
have we done, as, in a few days, to be baptized 
with such a multitude of evils?’”’ 

Misfortunes and evils baptized them. They 
were not dipped in or under water. 

29) And the same writer says, “But Leucippe 
had another chamber servant, whom having bap- 
tized by the same drug, Satyrus comes to the door- 
keeper’. : 

Here, in the fifth century, swallowing a drug 
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or giving one a drug to swallow, was a mode of 
baptizing. 

We now are somewhat past the beginning of 
the watery error, and it would be tiresome to you 
if I should pursue the subject farther. 

We have now examined 29 examples beside 
those that are in the N. I.—29 examples almost 
every one of which ot to settle it now and for 
ever, that baptizO never meant dip nor immerse 
nor sink, in any classic Greek literature. 

We have seen that it does not mean dip in the 
Sep. 

Now we are prepared to say that we know 
that baptiz6 never meant dip in any Greek litera- 
ture either sacred or classic—never meant dip nor 
immerse nor sink nor any other mode, that there 
is no mode inherent in the verb baptizo. 

But John the Baptizer and the disciples of 
Christ, did use some mode in baptizing with 
water (in symbolizing the spiritual baptizing). 
I am not touching that question. I am pointing 
out the false arguments. 

It is a sign of weakness to have to prop up 
our belief with that which is false. 

We have seen the truth. And we must admit 
that what the Lexicons say in regard to the mean- 
ing of baptiz6 and baptisma, is absolutely false. 

Pray that the Holy Spirit may lead all Chris- 
tians into willingness to admit the truth. 
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- But some persons, to whom you may show 
this letter, may ask you why I have written this 
letter if I am not, in any degree, discussing the 
mode of baptizing with water in apostolic time. 

To such persons, say that I am most heartily 
opposed to the mistranslating of the Bible for any 
purpose whatever. The teaching of the Lexicons 
leads to mistranslating portions of the Bible. 

‘Therefore, in contending for correct translat- 
ing of the Bible, it has been necessary for me to 
write this Epistle. 

Your friend and brother, J. T. 

Psa. li 6. 

Prov. xxiii 23. 
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SECOND EPISTLE 
PREPOSITIONS MISTRANSLATED 


OPA Ay hi Pet Tt, 20.2 hy 
Reno wi ebb Cola) 2 ol Cor xia L3) 
John baptizing many, John baptizing Jesus. 


Euareston, Calif. 
Friday, Jan. 27, 1928. 
9 a Ki 
My Dear Brother:— 


These Epistles must be 
read (or studied) in regular order. In First 
Epistle, are proved truths upon which other 
truths depend. ‘Therefore, thoroly digest the pre- 
ceding Epistle before reading this, or any one of 
the following Epistles. 

Some people might think that a certain Greek 
word must always be translated by the same 
English word. Let us notice how a few Greek 
words are translated. 

Notice first the different Greek words that are 
sometimes translated ‘“‘with’’. In the following, 
the word in parenthesis is the Greek word that is 
translated, ‘“‘with’’. 
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“. . also the wheat (hama) with them” 
(Matt. xiii 29). 

‘“. . to be fed (apo) with the crumbs” 
(Luke xvi 21). 

“. . let us run (dia) with patience’ (Heb. 
xi1)1). i 

“| . a.creek (echonta) with a shore’ (Acts 
xxvii 39). 

“. ,. being wearied (ek) with his journey” 
(John iv 6). 

“. . will perish (en) with the sword’ Matt. 
RXVE D2), 

‘, . have patience (epi) with me’ (Matt. 
xvili 26). 

“, . came not (kata) with excellency” (1 
Corrs). 

“. , the young child (meta) with Mary” 
(Matt. 11 11). 

“, . to be a guest (para) with a man” 
(Luke xix 7). 

“, . the word was (pros) with God’”’ (John 
ai 
“, . there was (sun) with the angel’ (Luke 
HP Be 

“, . are choked (hupo) with cares’ (Luke 
vili 14). 

‘These 13 different Greek words are translated 
““with’’ (most of them many times) in the K. J. 
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V. and in the A.S.V. Besides these, two other 
words are translated “‘with’” in K. J. V.: 

“ . filled (eis) with all the fulness’’ (Eph. 
111 19). 

“, . displeased (peri) with James and” 
(Mark x 41). | 

Beside all these, “‘with’’ often precedes the 
dative case when there is no preposition in the 
Greek. 

What is true in regard to “‘with’”’ is true, in a 
greater or less degree, in regard to many other 
words. ) 

Not only may one English word be the trans- 
lation of any one of several Greek words, but the 
converse is also true. 

Let us notice a few of the most common 
prepositions and their most common meanings. 

The most common meaning of apo is “‘from”’ 
or ‘away from’’. In K.J.V., it is so translated at 
least 368 times. 

The most common meanings of dia are 
“thru” and “‘by”’. 

The most common meaning of ek, or ex, is 
“or, (often: ‘out: of"). 

The next most common meaning of ek is 
“from’’. In K. J. V., it is so translated 171 times. 
In nearly all of these 171 places, it is translated 
‘from’ in the A. S. V. 

The most common meaning of en (according 
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to K. J. V.) is ‘in’. Inthe A. S. V., en is trans- 
lated “‘in’’ more times than it is so translated in 
K. J. V. However en is many times translated 
“‘with’’, and many times translated “‘by’’, and 
many times translated ‘‘at’’. It is translated “‘at’’ 
many times oftener than is any other Greek prepo- 
sition. | 

I have here given you what I believe to be the 
most common meaning of four prepositions, apo, 
dia, ek and en, according to the way in which they 
are translated in our English versions. 

But remember that these meanings are very 
far from being the only meanings of these preposi- 
tions. And, in our English versions, they ot to be 
translated “‘because of’’, “‘by reason of’, “‘on 
account of’, or by virtue of’’, much oftener than 
they are so translated. Read the following: 

“,.. the world (apo) because of offences’ 
(Matt. xviii 7). 

“, . not (dia) because of your saying’ 
(John iv 42). 

“. . God (ek) because of the plague’ (Rev. 
vf OPTAD AD HR | 

“| . be offended (en) because of me’’ (Matt. 
RXV OL), j 

Many other passages might be quoted. But 
there are not as many of them as there ot to be. 

‘The teaching of a passage often depends large- 
ly on the meaning that is given to the preposition. 
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Therefore, conscientious care should be given to 
the correct translating of the prepositions. 

Look at Acts iii 6: “*. . In the name of Jesus 
Christ of Nazareth, walk’’. 

It is hard for us common people to under- 
stand just what is the meaning of walking in the 
name of Jesus Christ. But let us translate it “‘Be- 
cause of the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, 
walk’. Now we have only to remember that the 
word ‘“‘name’’ here is equivalent to power or 
authority, and we have ‘“‘Because of the power of 
Jesus Christ of Nazareth, walk’’. We can easily 
understand how he could walk because of the 
power of Jesus Christ enabling him to walk. 


PCOR a xe nl 

Now let us look at the prepositions in 1 Cor. 
x 1, 2. Are they what they ot to be? Read in verse 
l, “*. . . our fathers were all under the cloud’. 
Is this statement true? or is it false? 

Do not forget that this discussion has nothing 
to do with any mode of baptizing with water. 
This was no symbolic baptizing. It was a bap- 
tizing that resulted in baptism, a thoro change of 
mental attitude. 

Meadia part Of Ex) xiv 19,203 C0 and the 
pillar of cloud removed from before them, and 
stood behind them, and it came between the camp 
of Egypt and the camp of Israel’’. 

Notice the shape of the cloud. It was a “‘pil- 
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lar of cloud” and it “‘stood behind them’’. There- 
fore they were not under the cloud except in a 
modified sense. 

In Gal. 111 25, we read, “‘. . we are no longer 
under a tutor’. Common sense tells us that they 
had been (as it were) under the instruction of 
(not really under) a tutor. Just so, the Israelites 
were under the protection of (not really under) 
the cloud. 

The Greek preposition is hupo. Liddell and 
Scott say that hupo with the accusative, some- 
times means “‘under shelter or protection of, and 
so behind a thing’. ‘This is exactly its meaning 
here. All our fathers were behind the cloud from 
the Egyptians. The cloud ‘“‘came between the 
camp of the Egyptians and the camp of Israel’’ 
for the purpose of placing the Israelites under the 
protection of the cloud. 

In 20th Cen. N. T., we read “that all our 
ancestors were beneath the cloud’. This, in 20th 
Cen. N. T., is badly warped. There is a sense in 
which the Israelites were under the cloud, there is 
no sense in which they were beneath the cloud. 

In N. T. Mdn. Sph., we read, “*. . our fore- 
fathers were all of them sheltered by the cloud’. 


€é 


In Goodspeed’s version, we read, “. . our 
fore-fathers were all protected by the cloud”’. 
Here, Weymouth and Goodspeed give the true 
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meaning of the passage, but it 1s not necessary to 
change a preposition into a verb. 

Now read in verse 2, “. . in the cloud and in 
the sea’’. This statement in false. In the 14th 
chapter of Exodus, which is plain prosaic history, 
we learn that they were not in the cloud nor in the 
water of the sea. 

Some say that the cloud may have spread over 
them and among them like a dense fog, and that 
thus they were both under the cloud and 1n the 
cloud. But, if they were thus in the cloud, it 
would have been a hinderance to them while they 
“walked on bare ground in the midst of the sea’. 
The cloud was not there to be a hinderance, but 
it was there to help them. And the language is 
plain: it was a “‘pillar of cloud” and it ‘‘stood 
behind them’’. 

‘This is another case in which the Greek en is 
translated “‘in’’ but ot to be translated “‘by’’, 
“with” or “on account of’. 

In Moff. N. T., we read, ““. . all were bap- 
tized into Moses by the cloud and by the sea’’. 
Good! 

‘The two verses ot to be translated thus: ‘For 
I wish you, brethren, not to fail to know that all 
our fathers were under the protection of the cloud, 
and all passed thru the sea, and all were baptized 
into Moses by the cloud and by the sea’. 
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But, in some MSS., “‘baptized’’ is in the mid- 
dle voice. If ““baptized’’ be in the middle voice, 
the 2nd verse might be translated thus: 

‘‘And all baptized themselves into Moses with 
the cloud and with the sea’. 

This passage (1 Cor. x 1, 2), in our English 
versions, is made to contradict the 14th chapter of 
Ex. But there is nothing to hinder its being so 
translated as to state the truth and to be in perfect 
harmony with all the rest of the Bible. 


1 PET. iu 20, 21 


Now read; 1m the K.'J. V., 1 Pet. 11 207 ig 
the ark was a preparing, wherein few, that is, 
eight souls were saved by water’. The prepo- 
sition that is here mistranslated “‘by’’ is dia. 

In 1 Pet. itt 20, 21, Peter has given us a most 
beautiful comparison. But our translators have 
knocked all the truth and all the beauty and all 
the comparison, out of it. And by so mistranslat- 
ing, they have made it to appear that Peter was 
not inspired—not guided by “the Spirit of 
truth’. Here read John xvi 13. 

Look at the latter part of verse 20. ‘The first 
great blunder that our translators have made, is 
made in mistranslating the preposition, dia, in the 
last clause of verse 20: “‘were saved by water’. 

Dia, in some places, does mean by. But to 
translate it ‘‘by’’, in this place, makes a statement 


. 
| 
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that is absolutely false and about as nonsensical as 
it is untrue. 

They were NOT saved by water. They were 
saved by being-in-the-ark. The ark saved them 
by keeping them out of the water. 

Religious teachers have invented an argument 
(?) to uphold the mistranslation. They say, ‘‘the 
water buoyed up the ark: therefore, Noah and 
his family were saved by water’’. 

From what did water save them? The answer 
must be, from water. So it is ‘“‘were saved by 
water’ from water. Is this sense? or is it non- 
sense? 

In the A. S. V., it is “saved through water’. 
This is correct. But it is ambiguous. Nearly every 
reader misinterprets it to mean the same as it is 
mistranslated in 20th Cen. N. T., “‘saved by 
means of water’. 

‘Through’, in this place, does not mean “by 
means of’’. It means, clear-from-one-end-to-the- 
other-of. 

The eight persons were in the ark one year and 
ten days. See Gen. vit 11-13 and Gen. viii 14-16. 
But all thru from the beginning to the end of the 
water, they were saved by being in the ark. 

The “‘saved by water’ is a foundation for a 
statement just as false in the next verse. The false 
statement, in verse 21, is both because of mistrans- 
lation and because of misinterpretation. In this 
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verse, Peter tells us exactly and plainly what bap- 
tism is and what it is not. But nearly everybody 
misinterprets it to mean, a baptizing with water. 
Thus this verse is misinterpreted to mean that a 
baptizing with water also now saves us (or you). 
This is a monstrous perversion. Peter never wrote 
such stuff as that. 

Antitupon, in the King James version, is 
translated ‘‘the like figure’. In the American 
Standard version, it is translated ‘‘a true likeness’. 
And the word “‘after’’ is interpolated, making it 
“after a true likeness’. 

Can you imagine by what mode a baptizing- 
with-water would be performed to make it be “‘a 
true likeness’’ of riding in a ship? 

In this verse, the word “‘antitype’’ and the 
word “‘baptism’’ are in apposition. That is, in 
this place, whatever antitype is, baptism is. 

We may translate the first sentence of verse 
21 thus: “Baptism, an antitype to which, also 
now saves us’. 

Now, when we find the meaning of “‘anti- 
type’ in this place, we shall also have the meaning 
of baptism. 

In 2 Cor. v 17,.1 Pet. v 14 and other pass- 
ages, we see that Christians are spoken of as being 
those who are “‘in Christ’. 

We know that Noah and his family were in 
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the ark. Being-in-the-ark is the type. What is the 
antitype? 

Since there is such a condition as being “‘in. 
Christ’, and Peter is here telling how much Christ 
is to us, we know that nothing else could be the 
antitype. 

Being-in-Christ is the meaning of antitype in 
this place. Therefore, being-in-Christ is the 
meaning of baptism. 

Brother, do you see this without even the 
shadow of a doubt? 

As these two verses are translated, in our Eng- 
lish versions, the “‘like figure’ or the “‘true like- 
ness’ is entirely destroyed. 

But notice how beautifully the type and the 
antitype match each other when these two verses 
are correctly translated and rightly understood. 

The ark was a type of which Christ is the 
antitype. Being-in-the-ark was a type of which 
being-in-Christ is the antitype. 

By being-in-the-ark, a few were saved clear 
thru the water. 

So also; by being-in-Christ, we are saved clear 
thru our pilgrimage. 

Never forget that, just as Noah’s ark was their 
ark of safety to keep them out of the water, Christ 
is our ark of safety. 

In verse 21, there are two different readings of 
the Greek of the first sentence. The first word is 
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‘““which’’. In some MSS., “‘which’’ is in the dative 
case. When translated, it would have to be pre- 
ceded by a preposition. The relative pronoun 
“‘which’’ relates back to whatever saved Noah and 
his family. They were saved by being-in-the-ark. 

The translation, in K. J. V., is very nearly 
correct if the words were differently arranged and 
the language modernized so that present-day read- 
ers could understand it. 


Remember that, ‘“‘whereunto’’ means “to 
which’, and that antitupon is the Greek for anti- 
type, and should be translated “‘antitype’’ instead 
of being translated ‘‘the like figure’. 

Young’s translation is, “‘also to which an 
antitype doth now save us—baptism’. This 
needs to be modernized and differently arranged, 
thus: Baptism, an antitype to which, also now 
saves us. 

In some MSS., ‘“‘which”’ is in the nominative 
case and the personal pronoun is “‘you’’ instead 
of: /us. ; 

But, in this Epistle, the thing for us to notice 
is that, in most of our English versions, some 
preposition is interpolated before ‘“‘antitype’’ 
changing this noun into an adverbial phrase. 

Our translators have been hard put to it in 
their efforts to make this passage teach salvation 
by means of watery ceremony. 


a ee 
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After the subject of the sentence has been 
changed into an adverbial phrase, it is assumed 
that ‘“‘which’’ is the subject of the sentence, and 
that it relates back to “‘water’’ which saved (?) 
Noah and his family. And ‘“‘baptism’’ is inter- 
preted to mean, a baptizing-with-water. 

It is expected that the reader will believe the 
sentence to mean this: “‘Water also after a true 
. likeness now saves you, even a baptizing with 
Water’. 

By remembering that baptism is universally 
misinterpreted to mean a baptizing with water, 
and by reading the sentence as it is in Weymouth’s 
N. T., we get what all our English versions are 
intended to teach: ‘“‘And corresponding to that 
figure, the water of baptism now saves you’. 

Such erroneous work could hardly be sur- 
passed. And do not forget that this mistranslat- 
ing and the misinterpreting, is based upon the 
mistranslating of the preposition dia in verse 20. 

Rom, vi |-Il 

Turn to Rom. vi 4: ‘Therefore we were en- 
tombed with him because of baptism into the 
(atoning) death’. 

In this quotation, occurs the preposition dia. 
In some places, dia means “‘by’’. 

But, in this place, to make “‘by baptism” be 
the translation of dia tou baptismatos, destroys 
the true meaning of this portion of Scripture. 
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The first eleven verses of the sixth chapter of 
Rom. is a most precious portion of Scripture 
when it is correctly translated and rightly under- 
stood. 

But because of being mistranslated and mis- 
understood, the true meaning has been, and still 
is, universally lost. What these verses are believed 
to teach is as far from what they really do teach 


as the East is from the West. 

To get the true meaning, first correct the mis- 
translation in verse 10. Christ did not die “unto 
sin’’. He had no sin unto which to die. He died 
for sin. There is no preposition in the Greek. 


The preposition must be supplied. 


Then correct the mistranslation in verse 2. 
The Greek does not say that we are ‘dead to sin’’. 
It says We who died for sin. That is, in our 
relation to the law, we are given credit for hav- 
ing died for our own sin—-given credit for having 
done for ourselves what Christ our Substitute did 
for us. 


And then remember that baptized means, 
changed from one condition into another con- 
dition. And baptism is the result of the changing. 


Now verse 3 is this: “Or do you not know 
that we as many as were changed into the con- 
dition of being in harmony with, and under the 
control of, Christ Jesus, were (in our relation to 
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the law) changed into the condition of having 
died his death?’’ 


What follows “‘having died’’? See in verse 4, 
“Therefore we were entombed with him’’. 
Where? In Joseph’s new tomb. Why? Because 
of having been (in our relation to the law) chang- 
ed into the condition of having died the (aton- 
ing) death’. | 

But some one will tell you that, in making 
because of be the translation of dia, in the phrase 
dia tou baptismatos, I have violated a rule with 
which every Greek scholar is acquainted. 

The rule is this: When dia is followed by 
the genitive, it means clear thru. And as an 
instrument it means by, thru, by means of. 

When dia is followed by the accusative, it 
means on account of, for the sake of, by reason of, 
aiming at, with a view to. 

In Rev. xii 11 and xiii 14, dia occurs and is 
followed by the accusative. 

In the K. J. V., read, in Rev. xii 11, “‘by the 
blood” and “‘by the word”. | 

In Moffatt’s version, read ‘“‘by the blood”’ and 
“by the word’. 

In Fenton’s version, read “‘by the blood” and 
“by the fact of their evidence’. 

In the K. J. V., read, in Rev. xiti 14, “by the 
means of those miracles’. 
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In Goodspeed’s version, read “‘by the won- 
ders’’. : 

In Fenton’s version, read‘ ‘‘by the wonders’. 

In John xv 3 occur the words dia ton logon. 

In the K. J. V., read ‘‘through the word”. 

In Moffatt’s version, read ‘“‘by the word’. 

In Weymouth’s version, read “‘through the 
teaching’. 

Here the translators have translated dia by the 
word and words which the rule tells us to use 
where dia is followed by the genitive. 

They have violated the rule for the purpose 
of translating correctly. 

In these places, there is at least as much reason 
for translating dia by the word, by or thru, as 
there is for so translating it in Rom. vi 4. 

In First Epistle, it is proved beyond even a 
shadow of doubt, that Lexicons are not infal- 
lible. 

Here we see clearly that this rule is not infal- 
lible. We must violate the rule for the purpose of 
correctly translating dia tou baptismatos in Rom. 
vi 4. 

‘This last statement I now proceed to prove to 
you. It is absolutely necessary that you remember 
that, in First Epistle, it is proved over and over, 
proved beyond all question, that the meaning of 
baptisma (baptism) is changed condition, and 
that it does not have any other meaning. 
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In Rom. vi 4, baptismatos eis ton thanaton 
means changed condition into death. 

In Luke xii 50, Jesus says, I have a changed 
condition to be baptized. 

Crucifixion baptized the changed condition 
into death. | 

In Rom. vi 3, we are plainly told that, in our 
relation to the law, we were changed into the con- 
dition of having died his death. That is, we are 
given credit for suffering all that Christ our Sub- 
stitute suffered. 

Now comes verse 4: ‘““Therefore we were 
entombed with him because of changed condition 
into death. 

Now think. Can the condition of death be an 
instrument? ‘That is, can our being dead be an 
instrument by which or thru which or by means 
of which, we were entombed? 

Think of present-time burying. Is a person 
buried by being dead? Is he buried thru being 
dead? Is he buried by means of being dead? 

He is buried because of being dead. 

In Rom. vi 4, we are compelled to translate 
dia by the words, because of (or by words of like 
meaning), in order to translate the whole phrase 
in accord with truth and reason. 

The meanings of the words of a dead language 
are discovered by observing how the words are 
used in that language. 
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I have been told that I should obey the rule by 
translating Rom. vi 4 thus: ‘Therefore we were 
entombed with him thru the fact that we have 
been given credit for being in the same condition 
in which Christ was when he was entombed. 


In this, the meaning of thru is lost in the 
multitude of words. And we must imagine that 
thru has such a meaning as because of. For we 
know that a dead person is put out of sight 
because of being dead. We know it just as cer- 
tainly as we know that two times two are four. - 


In this writing, conclusions are reached with 
the certainty with which a conclusion is reached 
by a mathematical demonstration. 

We know that Rom. vi 4 should be translated 
thus: Therefore we were entombed with him be- 
cause of baptism (changed condition) into the 
death. ‘That is, into his death, his atoning death. 

We now see that here ‘‘a dipping in or under 
water’ is as foreign to the meaning of baptism 
as anything possibly could be foreign. 

‘The teaching of these verses is sinlessness be- 
cause of substitutional atonement. 

In all Scripture relative to this subject, the A. 
S. V. is much better than the K. J. V., and it is 


not always correct. 


Let us begin this subject by reading 2 Cor. v 
14: ‘For the love of Christ constrains us; having 
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judged this, that one died for all, therefore all 
died”. 

That is, by the death of our Substitute, the 
law is satisfied just as if we all had died for our 
own sins. Therefore, when we accept Christ as 
our Substitute, we are given credit for having 
died for our own sin. 

In the eyes of the law (or as satisfying the 
law) we were nailed to the very same cross with 
him, were laid in Joseph’s new tomb “‘with him”’ 
and were awakened with him to newness of life, 

Now let us read (without following any one 
of our English versions) Rom. vi 2: “‘Surely not. 
How shall we who died for sin, still live in it?”’ 

Verse 3 begins thus: “‘Or do you not know 

?”’ “Think of the thousands who now do 
not know that, because of the wonderful love of 
Christ, we are given credit for having died for our 
sin. 

“Or do you not know that we died for sin?”’ 
This is the question that Paul asks in verse 3, but 
he uses different words. Do you get it? 

In verse 2, he asks, ‘‘How shall we who died 
for sin, still live in it?’’ 

In verse 3, he asks, ‘“‘Or do you not know that 
Wwe . . . were baptized into his death?’’ That 
is, “Or do you not know that we . . . were (in 
our relation to the law) changed into the con- 
dition of having died his atoning death?”’ 
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Now let us read verse 3 without abridging it: 
“Or do you not know that we, as many as were 
changed into the condition of being in Christ 
Jesus, were changed into the condition of having 
died his death?’’ 

Verse 4 begins with ‘“Therefore, we were 
treated as dead with him because of baptism into 
the death”’. 

That is, we were laid in the rock-room “‘with 
“‘him’’ because of having been changed into the 
condition of having died the death. 

Notice that the Greek verb that, in our Eng- 
lish versions, is here translated ‘‘buried’’, means 
“pay the last dues to a corpse’’ whether it be to 
burn it or to entomb it. 

To entomb it, is to lay it in a room as Christ 
was laid. 

It does not make any difference to us how God 
the Father disposed of our “body of sin’. But 
Wwe are given credit for having been laid in the 
rock-room ‘‘with him’’, dead when he was dead. 
It was being dead that paid the penalty. 

Notice also that what is, in our English ver- 
sions, translated ‘“‘by baptism into death’’, should 
be translated ‘‘because of baptism into the death’’. 

The next Greek word is hina which means, in 
order that. We were dead with him “in order 
that’’ it might be possible for us to begin life 
anew— ‘might walk in newness of life’’. 
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Brother, all the time, be thinking of how we 
are credited with having satisfied the law in our 
own behalf, nearly nineteen hundred years ago, 


because Christ satisfied the law, and we are “‘in 
Christ’’. 


The meaning of verse 4 is this: ‘“Uherefore, 
we were treated as corpses with him, because of 
being changed into the condition of having died 
the death; in order that, as Christ was awakened 
(not raised up) from among the dead by the glory 


of the Father, so we also might walk in newness 
of life’’. 


The translation for general use should be 
literally exact thus: ‘“Therefore, we were treated 
as dead with him because of baptism into the 
death; in order that, as Christ was awakened from 
among the dead by the glory of the Father, so we 
also might walk in newness of life’. 


‘The Greek word that here should be trans- 
lated “‘awakened,’’ does, in some places, mean 
“raised up’. 


In the K. J. V. (and somewhat so in most of 
the English versions), “‘raised up’’ is used too 


often, and ‘‘awakened”’ is not used as often as it 
should be. 


Some of this mistranslating has been corrected 
in some of the newer versions. For example, in 
Acts xii 7, ‘smote Peter on the side, and raised 
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him up’ has been corrected to read “‘smote Peter 
on the side, and awoke him’’. 
Christ is the ‘‘firstfruit of those who have 
been sleeping’. ‘Therefore, he ‘““was awakened 
by the glory of the Father’. The glory 
of the Father was an awakening force, not a lift- 
ing force. : 

In the Concordant version (a translation by 
A. E. Knoch) this word, in Rom. vi 4, is trans- 
lated ‘‘roused’’. 

Never study verse 5, in the K. J. V. nor in 
20th Cen. N. T., unless you wish to be misled. 

We are given credit for having become united 
with the condition of having died his death. This 
condition is, in verse 5, called ‘‘the likeness of his 
death’. 

Verse 5: “For if we have become united with 
the likeness of his death . . . ”’ 

Verse 6 begins thus: “‘knowing this, that our 
old man was crucified with (him)’’. Not now 
but, with him. 

Verse 7 is ‘‘For he who died has been justified 
from sin’’. Who is this “he who died” and has 
been justified from sin? This one is not Christ for 
he had no sin from which to be justified. 

This “‘he who died” is each one of us who 
has accepted Christ as his Substitute and has been 
given credit for doing for himself what Christ 
only was able to do for him. 
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Verse 11: “‘So also you reckon yourselves to 
be dead for sin, but alive for God because of 
Christ Jesus’. 

You are dead for sin and alive for God only 
because of (or by virtue of) what Christ Jesus 
has done for you. 

Several years ago, I wrote to four of the 
translators (each of a different denomination) -of 
the 1911 Bible. 

I asked them why they did not, in Rom. vi 
10, change “‘unto sin’’ to “for sin’. 

Christ never died unto sin. He had no sin unto 
which to die. But he did die for sin. He died for 
the sin of the world. 

In the Greek, it is the dative without a prepo- 
sition. It can just as well be translated ‘‘for sin’”’ 
as to be translated “‘unto sin’’ or “‘to sin’’. 

Each one of the four admitted that it would 
be just as grammatical to translate it for sin as to 
translate it to sin or unto sin. 

By his reply, one of the four appeared to be 
interested; so I wrote to him again. I called his 
attention to the fact that 1 Pet. iii 20, 21 is mis- 
translated in all our English versions, and uni- 
versally misinterpreted; and that, when it is 
correctly translated and interpreted, it proves 
absolutely that baptism is not any ceremonial per- 


formance, but is the state, or condition, of being 
“in Christ’’. 
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I also wrote him an unwarped translation of 
Rom. vi 2-11, called his attention to the meaning 
of the word “‘baptism’’, and pointed out that we 
have been given credit for having been crucified 
“with him’’ and for having been laid in Joseph's 
new tomb “with him’’—that we have been given 
credit, by the Author of the law, for having done 
for ourselves what our Substitute did for us, and 
that therefore it is properly ‘‘for sin’ (not “‘to 
sin’’) in verse 2 and in verse 11. 

Then he wrote to me that he could not under- 
stand what I meant. But I believe that you can 
understand what I mean. 

Some translators seem to have caught, in a 
small degree, Paul’s meaning. In N. T. Mdn. 
Eng., verse 2 reads thus: ‘“‘Never! Since we died by 
sin, how can we still live in it?”’ 

And verse 10 reads thus: ‘“‘For when He died, 
He died by sin once for all; but when He lived, He 
lived from God’. 

In Moff. N. T., verse 10 reads thus: “‘the 
death he died was for sin, once for all, but the life 
he lived is for God’. 


Colca old 
In the second chapter of Colossians, Paul 
teaches the same doctrine that he teaches in the 
sixth chapter of Romans: Sinlessness credited to 
us by means of substitutional atonement. 
One of the warpings in the A. S. V., is the 


ue ~~ a 
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fact that in it the word “‘in’” occurs too many 
times. 

There is no easier way to dispose of the prepo- 
sition en than to translate it ‘“‘in’’. But, when 
thus translated, the passage may convey a wrong 
thot, or no thot at all, to the reader. 

Take, for example, Col. ii 11 and continue 
into verse 12 just far enough to include the word 
“baptism”: “in whom you were also circumcised 
with circumcision, . . , by virtue of the circum- 
cision of Christ; having been laid in Joseph’s new 
tomb with him because of the baptism’’. In this, 
the preposition en occurs four times. In the A. S. 
V., each one of them is translated “‘in’’. 

Notice that to translate the above “‘in the cir- 
cumcision of Christ’’ and “‘in baptism’’, destroys 
the true meaning of this Scripture. 

Allow me to repeat a little of what we have 
learned by studying Rom. vi 2-11. 

The words “in whom” mean “‘in Christ’. If 
you are in Christ, you have been metamorphosed 
(baptized) into Christ. If you have been bap- 
tized into Christ Jesus, you have been baptized 
into his death. 

His death was an atonement for your sins. 
Being baptized into that atoning death, means 
that God the Father gives you credit for having 
made the atonement yourself—gives you credit 
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for having been crucified “‘with him’’ and laid in 
Joseph’s new tomb “‘with him”’. 

Now the penalty has been paid, and you are 
sinless. That is, you have also been circumcised 
with real circumcision which is of the heart. How 
can that be? It is by virtue of the circumcision 
(sinlessness) of Christ, which has been credited to 
you. If Christ had not been sinless, no atonement 
could have been made, and no real circumcision 
could be credited to you. 


A person is not credited with any of this un- 
less he be “‘in Christ’. Therefore, it is ‘“because of 
the baptism’. This teaching of Col. ii 12 is the 
very same teaching that we find in Rom vi 4: 
“Therefore, we were entombed with him because 
of baptism into the death’’. 


Now one step farther in Col. ii 12: “having 
been entombed with him because of the baptism 
on account of which you were also awakened 
with him 


Do not overlook the words ‘“‘with him”. 
Notice how often these words occur in these pas- 
sages and elsewhere: ‘“‘crucified with him’’, “‘en- 
tombed with him’, ‘“‘awakened with him”, “you 


he made alive together with him’”’. 

Notice that these passages of Scripture do not 
refer to any ordinance, or ceremony, to be 
observed now. All this was nearly nineteen hun- 


9? 
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dred years ago, in the mind of God the Father, and 
concerning our relation to the law. 

But now whenever any one comes into the 
condition of being “in Christ’’, all this crediting 
becomes effective in his behalf. 


In verse 12, ‘in baptism” is a bad warping. 
And some translators warp it still more by inter- 
polating “‘your’’, making it read “in your bap- 
tism’’. And this is interpreted to mean “in your 
baptizing with water’. But the truth is that 
water is entirely foreign to the subject. By such 
warped translating and warped interpreting, God- 
given truth is changed into a lie. The spiritual 
teaching is destroyed, and a ceremonial perfor- 
mance is substituted in its place. 


It is a cause of sorrow that our English ver- 
sions are such as to make a vast multitude utterly 
to misunderstand Paul’s teaching concerning sub- 
stitutional atonement. 


As farther proof of the correctness of trans- 
lating the preposition en as I have translated it in 
Col. ii 11, 12, let us see how, in a few passages, it 
is translated in different versions. 


Read Rom. i 24: 


“Wherefore God also gave them up to un- 
cleanness (en) through the lusts of their own 
meaces CK. d2° Vi.) 


“Wherefore God gave them up (en) in the 
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lusts of their hearts unto uncleanness’’ (A. S. V.). 

Read Heb. xiii 20: 

if . . (en) through the blood” (K. 
Juve ee Goodspeed). 

A ee EAR hens with. the blood” (A. S. 
Mitre 
. . (en) by virtue of the blood” 
(20th ond ae 

fs . ». (en) by virtue of the blood”’ 
CN Py ‘Man. Sph.). 

Read 2 Pet. i 4: 


4¢ 


(en) through lust’ (K. J. 


ee aig Cen So Brg se) iA tan eas 
. (en) owing to depraved de- 
sires’ (N, T. Mdn. Eng.). 


ee oe" Cen) fesulting. from tiem 
passions’ (20th Cen. N. T.). 

Look at the first one as translated in the A. S. 
V.: ‘‘Wherefore God gave them up in the lusts 
of their hearts’. What does it mean? ‘“Where- 
fore God gave them up because of the lusts of their 
hearts’, expresses a thot clearly. 

Look at the second passage. In this passage, 
two of the versions translate en “‘by virtue of”’. 

In the third passage, one version translates en 
“owing to’ and one translates it “‘resulting 
from”’. 
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‘The above three passages being only samples 
of a great number, we see that en, in many places, 
means, because of, by reason of, on account of, or 
by virtue of. 


GOR w xi 13 


Now turn to 1 Cor. xii 13. Notice that, in 
K. J. V., this verse begins thus: “‘For by one 
Spirit are we all baptized’. And notice that, in 
the A. S. V., the verse begins thus: ‘‘For in one 
Spirit were we all baptized’. Which is right? 
The Greek preposition is en. 

In Rom. xv 16, we find en before ‘Holy 
momie. Here, in K. J Vi,:A5S.) V2) 20th Cen N. 
T., N. T. Mdn. Eng., Bap. Imp. Ed. and Moff. 
N. T., it is translated “‘by’’. Why should it be 
“by? Because the Holy Spirit is the living, act- 
ing Agent. The expression is “‘sanctified by the 
Holy Spirit’’. 

Jesus had said, ‘But if I go, I shall send him 
to you’ (John xiv 7). At another time, he said 
to his disciples,“ . . you will be baptized by 
the Holy Spirit’’ (Acts i5). The Holy Spirit is 
Christ’s Agent. He is as much Christ’s Agent in 
baptizing as in sanctifying. There is just the same 
reason that the preposition be “‘by’’ in the one 
place as in the other place. Therefore, 1 Cor. xii 
13 is ‘For by one Spirit, we all were baptized 
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JOHN BAPTIZING MANY 


In the A. S. V., en is often translated “with”. 
In it (and where the Greek preposition is en) is 
“with what judgment’, “with what measure’, 
“with sword’, ‘‘with famine’, ‘“‘with death’, 
“with thy mouth’, “with a holy kiss’, “with 
fear’, “‘with a rod’’, ‘“‘with a shout’, “‘with the 
voice’, ‘“‘with the trump’, “with power’, “with 
harps’, “‘with blood’, and many other such 
phrases. 

In the latter part of 1 John v 6, the preposi- 
tions areen. Inthe A. S. V., this verse reads thus: 
i not with the water only, but with the 
water and with the blood”. 

In Matt. iti 11, Mark 1 8, John i 26, 31, 33, 
is the phrase, en hudati. In the A. S. V., each one 
of these is translated ‘‘in water’. Why? 

Remember that I am not discussing the mode 
of baptizing with water. But we do not wish to 
have our belief bolstered up by any false argu- 
ments or by any mistranslations. 

Now let us look, from another point of view, 
at the translating of these phrases. 

In these phrases, Matthew, Mark and John 
all tell what John the Baptizer said. In Luke iii 
16, Luke tells what John the Baptizer said. That 
is, Matt. iti 11, Mark i 8, Luke iii 16, and John i 
26, is each a repeating of the same remarks of 
John the Baptizer. If each of the four evangelists 
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tells the exact truth, they will all say the same 
thing. 

In the A. S. V., in K. J. V., in 20th Cen. N. 
T., in Moff. N. T., in Weymouth’s N. T., and in 
Fenton’s N. T., the phrase in Luke iii 16, is “with 
water’. 

Why, in Luke iti 16, is it “‘with water’’ even 
in the A. S. V.? Because it is nearly a ‘‘have to”’ 
case. It is not easy to warp Luke 11 16. Luke, 
in recording what John the Baptizer said, wrote 
hudati (instrumental dative) which is translated 
“with water’. 

Since the words in the other places can just as 
well be translated “‘with water’ as to be trans- 
later “in water’’, they ot to be translated “‘with 
water’. Let us be honest. Let us admit that the 
four evangelists all tell the exact truth, that they 
all say the same thing, that they all say “‘with 
water’. 

In all these places, the phrase is “‘with water’’ 
Woo. Vi 20th) Cens Nit.) Moff. IN. iy and 
Young’s N. T. 

Luke also, in Acts 15 and xi 16, says ‘‘with 
water’ in such a way that, in the A. S. V., in the 
Bardws¥ 4)in)Z0th CeniiNs cm Weymouth N. 
T., in Fenton N. T. and in aii N. T., it is so 
translated. 

So far, we have been examining out the first 
part of such verses as Matt. iii 11 and Luke i 16. 
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In the Greek, the phrase, en pneumati Hagi6 kat 
puri, ends these two verses. The phrase is exactly 
the same in Matt. and in Luke. Therefore, the 
translation of the one ot to be the same as that of 
the other. 

In some versions, they are the same and, in 
some versions, they differ. 

In the A. S. V., they are translated alike thus: 
“in the Holy Spirit and in fire’. 

In Rev. xiv 10, xvi 8 and xviii 8, is en puri. 
Each of these, in the A. S. V., is translated, “with 
fire’. Since it is with fire in Rev., why is it in fire 
in the Gospels? 

Some people have wondered why Luke, in 
Acts 15, placed the preposition, en, before ‘““Holy 
Spirit’ but no preposition before ‘‘water’’. 

I am not a Greek scholar. But water is a mere 
element. The Holy Spirit is the Agent who does 
the baptizing. 

Therefore, the phrase ending Matt. ii ll and 
Luke iit 16, ot to be translated, by Holy Spirit 
and fire. 

It all was one baptizing. The fire was not 
natural fire. It was the visible sign of the presence 
of the Spirit who filled the disciples with himself. 
The result was baptism into Christ by the Holy 
Spirit. 

Some people argue that there is a bavitiant 
which is the result of a baptizing of one class of 
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people in the Holy Spirit, and that there is 
another baptism which is the result of a baptizing 
of a different class of people in fire. That is, that 
there are two baptisms. 

Did Paul make a mistake when he wrote, 
“one Lord, one faith, one baptism’’? 


JOHN BAPTIZING JESUS 

Now let us see what our English versions say 
about the baptizing of Jesus with water. 

The literal and correct translation of the first 
sentence of Matt. 111 16 is this: 

“And having been baptized, Jesus immedi- 
ately went up away from the water’. 

The preposition here (meaning, from, or 
away from) is apo. Apo is here translated, from, 
in Young’s N. T., in A. S. V., in Weymouth’s 
N. T., in Fenton’s N. T., in 20th Cen. N. T., in 
Bap. Imp. Ed., and in Rotherham. 

In Fenton’s N. T., the word, out is interpo- 
lated, making it read, “out from’’. 

In the K. J. V., in Moff. N. T., and in Good- 
speed’s, it is translated, ‘‘out of’’. 

Should apo, in this place, be translated, out 
of? or away from? 

In the K. J. V., apo is translated, “‘from’’, 
“away’, or “away from’ in more than 360 
places. About the same is true of Moff. N. T. 
and of Goodspeed (as well as of other versions). 
But because, here, apo is used in connection with 
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a baptizing with water, it is, in these three ver- 
sions, mistranslated, “‘out of’. 

Moff. N. ‘T. has “rose out of’’ instead of went 
up from. It seems to me that there is no excuse 
for such mistranslating as this. The same form 
(anebe) of the verb and the same preposition 
(apo) occur elsewhere. ‘hey occur in Luke ii 4 
which, in Moff. N. T., is translated thus: “‘and 
as Joseph belonged . . . . he went up from 
Galilee to Judea’. 

Why are anebé and apo, in Luke ii 4, correctly 
translated “‘went up from’’ but, in Matt. ii 16, 
mistranslated ‘‘rose out of’’? 

It is worse (more likely to deceive the reader) 
to translate Matt. 111 16 “‘he rose out of the water’ 
than it would’to translate Luke ii 4 he rose out 
of Galilee. 

In the Goodspeed version, Matt. ii 16 is 
nearly as badly warped. In Luke ii 4, we read 
“And Joseph went up from Galilee’. But, in 
Matt. iti 16, we read “ . . he went right up 
out of the water’. | 

In the K. J. V., “‘straightway out of’ should 
be changed to immediately away from, “‘Straight- 
way’ misleads some people. It causes them to 
think of straight up from under, which is not 
what Matthew says. 

It may seem to you that I am arguing against 
submersion and in favor of sprinkling in bap- 
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tizing with water. No; I am not touching that 
question. But it is not right to mistranslate the 
Bible for sectarian purpose, or for any other pur- 
pose. It is wrong to practice deceit. Let us not 
try, in that way, to uphold our belief. 

It seems to me that there scarcely could be a 
worse way of deceiving people than to deceive 
them by mistranslating the Book which they be- 
lieve to be the word of God. 

But do not understand me to mean that “‘rose 
out of the water’, “right up out of the water’, 
and “up straightway out of the water’’, are the 
worst of the mistranslations. In nearly all of the 
new versions, there are passages as badly botched 
as these. 

Now look at Mark i110. In some MSS., the 
preposition is apo and, in other MSS., it is ek. 

We have seen that, if the preposition be apo, 
the translation should be, from. If the prepo- 
sition be ek, the translation could be either away 
from or out of. Most of our translators appear 
to have been delighted to find here a shadow of an 
excuse for the translation, “‘out of’’. 

But, in the K. J. V., ek (or ex) is translated, 
“from’’ in at least 160 places. And other versions 
are not very different. 

There is very great preponderance of proba- 
bility that the translation should be, away from. 
If it be so translated, Matthew and Mark both say 
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the same thing. Therefore, when correctly trans- 
lated, Mark 1 10 begins thus: “‘And immediately 
going up away from the water’. 

Nearly all of our English versions give out 
the impression that some passages have been mis- 
translated for the purpose of making the Bible 
teach what the translators wanted it to teach. 

We believe that Jesus was in the water, and 
that he walked out of and away from, the water. 
But we object to having our belief propped up 
with any mistranslations. Let us have a trans- 
lation that is, in every part, a true equivalent of 
the original. 

May the Holy Spirit give you clear under- 
standing of all the truths of the glorious Gospel 
of the Son of God. Rejoice always, knowing that 
Christ is your ark of safety. 

Your brother, 
nee OF 

2B Time 15) 

Col. iti 9. 


THIRD EPISTLE 
TRANSLATE? or TRANSFER? 


Luke xi 38, Mark vii 4, Acts xxii 16, 
Acts ix 17, 18, 
Egeiro, 
‘Buried’, ““Raised’’, 
IDIOMS and other TEXTS. 


Euareston, Calif. 
Friday, Feb. 10, 1928. 
ie oe We | 
My Dear Brother:—Sometimes a word 
is transferred from one language to another with- 
out any change in the spelling. Amén is so trans- 
ferred except at the beginning of a sentence. 

Sometimes the spelling is somewhat changed. 
When baptisma is translated “‘baptism’’, the final 
“a” has been dropped. When baptismos is 
correctly translated into English, the final smos is 
changed to zing. 

Such work is really translating the Greek 
word by an English word made for that purpose. 
But some people contend that this is transferring. 
Perhaps it makes but little difference which we call 
it. 
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But the belief that baptize and baptism are the 
only words which, in this way, have been brot 
into the English language, is a delusion. 

It may be true that the word “‘baptize’’ was 
not in the English language until it was made for 
the purpose of translating the Greek word bap- 
tizo. It may be true that the word “‘baptism”’ was 
not in the English language until it was made for 
the purpose of translating the Greek word bap- 
tisma. But there is nothing wrong about that. 
We do not have to worry about it. 

It may be true that the word ‘‘Christ’’ was 
not in the English language until it was made for 
the purpose of translating the Greek word Chris- 
tos. It may be true that the word “‘apostle’’ was 
not in the English language until it was made for 
the purpose of translating the Greek word apos- 
tolos. It may be true that the word ‘“‘prophet’’ 
was not in the English language until it was made 
for the purpose of translating the Greek word 
prophétés. It may be true that the word “‘par- 
adise’’ was not——but it is not necessary to go any 
further in this line. 

If a Greek word cannot be exactly translated 
by any English word or words, the Greek word 
should be literally transferred, or a new English 
word should be made for the purpose of trans- 
lating it. It should not be imperfectly or in- 
correctly translated. 


Correctly Translate 95 


In the K. J. V., each of three different words, 
is translated ‘‘hell’’. I say three words, tho the 
noun, J artaros, in 2 Pet. ii 4, is merely implied in 
the verb. 


In the A. S. V., Hadés is not translated but is 
literally transferred. 


In Young’s N. T., Weymouth’s N. T., and 
Moff. N. T., both Hadés and Gehenna are literally 
transferred. In these, Tartaros also is literally 
transferred except that it is given the Latin form, 
O hatvarus. |. | 

The words, Hadés, Gehenna and ‘Tartaros, 
should be transferred (not translated). 


‘The adjective, aidnios, does not mean “‘eter- 
nal’’ nor “‘everlasting’’. It means age-long or per- 
taining to an age or to ages. In Young’sN. T., it 
is translated “‘age-during’’. It should be trans- 
ferred. It should be changed merely enough to 
give it the English adnominal ending which makes 
it, aionian. “The first syllable, ai, is pronounced 
like long i. The second syllable is long 6. 

The word, aidn, should not be distortedly 
transferred, “‘eon’’, as it is in our Dictionaries, It 
should be translated, age. The word, ‘“‘world”, 
should not be substituted in its place as (in some 
places) it is substituted in the K. J. V. 


In all our English versions, the Greek word, 
Christos, is translated by an English word made 
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for that purpose. This English word was made 
by dropping the final ‘‘os’’ from Christos. 

Christians would not wish to have Christos 
translated by any English word except the word 
made for the purpose of translating it . To trans- 
late Christos by any other word, would throw 
the word ‘“‘Christ’’ out of the N. T. 

In the Greek language, was the verb, chrio, 
which Liddell and Scott define thus: “‘to rub, 
anoint with scented unguents or oil’. 

Derived from this verb, was the verbal noun, 
chrisis, an anointing, a besmearing. “There was 
also the verbal noun, chrisma, anything smeared 
on, especially a scented unguent. And there was 
the adjective, Christos, anointed. | 

This adjective, both in the Sep. and in the N. 
T., is used as a noun, ho christos, the anointed 
one. 

Ho christos, in heathen Greek, would mean, 
the one on whom an ointment has been rubbed. 

Read Mark viii 29: ‘‘But who do you say that 
Iam? Peter answering, says to him, hou art ho 
christos’’. 

Shall we interpret this to mean, Thou art the 
one on whom an ointment has been rubbed? 

We see that we must throw aside the heathen 
Greek meaning. We must greatly change and 
magnify, the meaning of ho christos. We must 
make that term mean, “‘the Anointed of God”, 
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“the Anointed, the Son of the living God’, “‘a 
Saviour who is Anointed Lord’, “‘the Saviour of 
the world’, “the Anointed who is God over all, 
eulogized in the ages’. 

It is so hard to exalt sufficiently the meaning 
of ‘“‘anointed one’ that it was expedient to throw 
aside that term, and to make a new English word 
out of the Greek word, christos, by dropping the 
final “‘os’’. 

Now, when we think of Christ, we are not 
hampered by the thot of any material oil or oint- 
ment. But we think of one who its “‘holy, inno- 
cent, undefiled, separated from sinners, become 
higher than the heavens’’ and “‘able to save to the 
uttermost them that come unto God by him, 
always living to intercede for them’’. 

We would not wish to have the word, Christ, 
thrown out of the N. T., and any other term put 
in its place. But the same rule that would throw 
“baptize’ and ‘‘baptism”’ out of the N. T., would 
throw “Christ’’ out. 

It would be more reasonable to throw Christ, 
amén, paradise, apostle and other transferred 
words, out of the N. T., and put other words in 
their places, than to throw out baptize and bap- 
tism and to put tmmerse and immersion in their 
places. 

I say that it would be more reasonable. Be- 
cause christos, apostolos, paradeisos and amén, 
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could all be translated by other words. But im- 
merse is no translation at all of baptizo, and im- 
mersion is no translation at all of baptisma. 

This last statement is clearly proved in the 
first Epistle. 

A version of the Bible, in which “‘immerse’’ 
is substituted in place of “‘baptize’’ and “‘immer- 
sion’’ substituted in place of ‘“‘baptism’’, is but a 
substitute in place of the word of God. 

Substituting a watery ceremonial performance 
in the place of baptism, is like a cancer in the heart 
of Christianity. 
~~ Tf a Greek word (or a word of some other 
language) can be exactly translated by any one 
English word, let it be translated. 

What should be done with proper names? I 
knew a man who regretted that his name had been 
transferred, instead of translated, from German 
into English. If his name had been translated, he 
would have been Mr. Taylor (Tailor) instead of 
Mr. Snider (Schneider). 

In Acts xiii 1, in the K. J. V., we read, “And 
Simeon that was called Niger’. In Fenton N. T., 
we read, ‘“Symeon surnamed ‘the black’’’. In 
20th Cen. N. T., we read, ‘Simeon who was 
known by the name of ‘Black’’’. Black is the 
English translation of ‘Niger’. 

In Acts xix 34 and in other verses, is the 
proper name “‘Artemis’. In the K. J. V., in A. S. 
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V., and in Bap. Imp. Ed., “‘Artemis’’ is translated 
Diana’. 

If it is right to translate ‘“‘Niger’’ and ‘‘Arte- 
mis’, it would be right to translate ‘‘Aenon’’. 

If “‘Aenon’’, in John iii 23, were translated, 
Springs, it would help to remove the warping 
that is in that verse. Students of the Bible know 
that “‘Aenon’’ means Springs. Why is it not 
translated? 

Notice some of the different versions of John 
123, | 

“And John also was baptizing in AEnon, 
near to Salim, because there was much water 
there: and they came, and were baptized’’ (K. J. 
v9} 

“John, also, was baptizing at Aenon near 
Salim, because there were many streams there; 
and people were constantly coming and being 
baptized’ (20th Cen. N. T.). 

“John too was baptizing at Aenon, near 
Salim, for there was plenty of water there, and 
people came there and were baptized’’ (Good- 
speed ). 

“And John was also baptizing in AEnon, 
near Salim, because there was plenty of water 
there; and they came and were baptized’ (N. T. 
Mdn. Eng.). | 

And John too was baptizing at Aenon, near 
Salim, because there were many pools of water 
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there; and people came and received baptism” (N. 
T. Mdn. Sph.). 

Of these five quotations, the one from N. T. 
Madan. Sph. is the worst. It declares that the people 
received baptism. In this place, the Bible does not 
say anything about baptism. To imply that a 
baptizing-with-water is baptism, is the mon- 
strous error. 

Now notice what is said about the water, in 
the five quotations. Not one of them is just what 
it ot to be. We may suspect that some effort was 
made by translators to evade the correct trans- 
lation. 

See how they differ: 


there was much water there’. 
there were many streams there’. 
there was plenty of water there’. 
there were many pools of water 
there’. 

“Streams’’ is indefinite. Were they large 
rivers?’ or were they very small rivulets from 
springs? 

We have no evidence that there were any 
“pools of water there’. The Bible does not say 
anything about pools. 

If I had quoted from A. S. V., it would have 
been the same as this from the K. J. V. But, ina 
foot-note, A. S. V. tells what the Bible says. 
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The Bible says. “ . . there were many waters 
there’. Rotherham says, “‘many waters’. 


It would be good for the general reader of the 
Bible to be given the real Bible (a correct trans- 
lation). 

Notice that hudata polla occurs in four other 
places in the N. T. It is translated “‘many waters’’ 
in every place except in John iii 23. 


I might spend some time in proving that, in 
Greek, a subject in the neuter plural takes a verb 
in the singular; so that ‘““was much water’ should 
be changed to “‘were many waters’. I might 
prove it by comparing this with such passages as 
Luke viii 30 and 1 John iti 10 and many other 
passages. 

If we translate ‘““Aenon’’, and otherwise trans- 
late the above quotation according to a foot-note 
of A. S. V., it will read like this: 

“And John also was baptizing at Springs 
near Salim because there were many waters there; 
and they came, and were baptized’. 

‘This is the translation that should be in our 
much needed and unwarped, version. 

Now let us put the A. S. V. on the witness 
stand in regard to the meaning of the word, 
““waters’’. 

“And they came to Elim, where were twelve 
springs of water, and threescore and ten palm- 
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trees: and they encamped there by the waters’ 
CES 7A Sie ay 

Here, there is nothing that the word, ‘‘wat- 
ers’’, could mean except what the A. S. V. (and 
also Bap. Imp. Ed.) translates, “‘springs’’. 

There were no rivers at Elim, nor any other 
waters except the springs. “The water from the 
springs, sank in the sand, enabling the 70 palm 
trees to live. 

Ex. xv 27 would mean exactly the same if it 
had been written thus: 

“And they came to Elim, where there were 
twelve springs of water, and threescore and ten 
palm-trees: and they encamped there by the 
springs’. 

And John iti 23 would mean exactly the same 
if it had been written thus: 

“And John also was baptizing at Springs 
near Salim, because there were many springs there: 
and they came, and were baptized’. 

In the back end of Young’s Analytical Con- 
cordance, in the sixth line from the bottom of 2nd 
column on page 26 of “‘A Sketch of Recent Ex- 
ploration in Bible Lands’’, by Professor Nicol, D. 
D., a part of John iii 23 is translated thus: “‘be- 
cause there were many fountains there’. Here 
read 2 Kings 11 21, 22. 

Let those who read the Bible, have the truth. 
Then let each one draw his own conclusions, 
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It is not right for us to try to prop up our 
belief by deceiving them who read the Bible. 

In Mark i 9, is ebaptisthé. It is correctly 
translated, ‘“‘was baptized’. That is, “‘he was 
baptized’. he word “‘he’’ is understood and is 
included in the verb. 


In Acts xvi 15, is exactly the same word, and 
it is correctly translated, ‘‘she was baptized’’. 


In Luke xi 38, is exactly the same word. But, 
in the K. J. V., it is incorrectly translated, “‘he 
had washed’. In A. S. V., it is incorrectly trans- 
lated, ‘‘he had bathed himself’. “he words ‘‘not 
first’’ intervene, but the words above quoted are 
the translations of the verb. 


Such mistranslations deceive the general reader 
of the Bible. ‘hey hide the truth from him. ‘The 
readers who depend upon the English versions, 
do not know that Luke xi 38 really reads, “‘But 
the Pharisee seeing it, wondered that he was not 
first baptized before the dinner’. 


It appears that the makers of the English ver- 
sions have not dared to translate correctly, because 
of fear that those who depend on the versions, 
would learn that which they are not allowed to 
know. 

Hiding, from the people, certain truths of the 
Bible, looks like using deception for sectarian pur- 
pose. 
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In the first part of Mark vii 4, in some MSS., 
is rhantisOntai. In other MSS., is baptisontai. 

In the K. J. V., this verb is incorrectly trans- 
lated, ‘they wash’’. In the A. S. V., it 1s ime 
correctly translated, ‘‘they bathe themselves’. 

In a foot-note, the A. S. V. gives ‘baptize’, 
and then adds “‘Some ancient authorities read 
sprinkle themselves’. 

It is either “‘sprinkle themselves’ or it is “‘bap- 
tize themselves’. It is neither ‘“wash’’ nor “‘bathe 
themselves’. As it is translated, it deceives the 
reader. 

Rotherham has translated it “sprinkle them- 
selves’. In Rotherham’s version, read Mark vii 3 
and part of 4: “‘. the Pharisees and all the Jews 
unless with care they wash their hands eat not, 
holding fast the tradition of the elders; and com- 
ing from market, unless they sprinkle themselves 
they eat not’. 

Notice carefully what ‘‘all the Jews’’ did be- 
fore eating. Jesus was one of “‘all the Jews’. 
What would a Pharisee expect him to do before 
the dinner? 

In Rotherham N. T., read Luke xi 38: “And 
the Pharisee beholding marveled that he was not 
first immersed before the dinner’. 

All that I have said in regard to the trans- 
lating of Luke xi 38, applies also to Mark vii 4. 

In the latter part of Mark vii 4, is baptismous. 
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This verbal noun is, in the K. J. V., incorrectly 
translated, ‘“‘the washing’. In A. S. V., it is in- 
correctly translated, ‘“‘washings’. In 20th Cen. 
N. T., it is incorrectly translated, “‘the ceremonial 
washing’. In N. T. Mdn. Sph., it is incorrectly 
translated, ‘‘the rinsing’. The A. S. V. gives, ina 
foot-note, the correct translation, “baptizings’’. 

Whatever they did to their cups, vessels, uten- 
sils and beds, it was what ‘they called baptizing 
them. Readers of the Bible ot to be permitted to 
know that truth.’ [t is not right to deceive them. 

Baptismous is the accusative plural of bap- 
tismos. Baptismos means that of which nearly 
everybody thinks when he says, baptism. Bap- 
tismos is the word that is always used by the 
writers of the N. IT. when they mean a baptizing 
with water. 

When they use the word baptisma, they mean 
the result, state or condition, produced by a bap- 
tizing which is not a baptizing with water. 

Baptisma and baptismos are the most abused 
words in the N. IT. Baptismos is, in every place, 
incorrectly translated. Baptisma is correctly trans- 
lated, but almost universally misinterpreted. 
Baptisma is interpreted to mean what baptismos 
really does mean. 

Baptismos occurs in Mark vii 4, Heb. vi 2, 
Heb. ix 10 and, according to some MSS., in Mark 
vii 8. 
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‘This word, in Heb. ix 10, is incorrectly trans- 
lated, ‘“‘washings’. “Che words, ‘“‘various bap- 
tizings’’ ot to take the place of the mistranslation, 
“divers washings’. 

This word, in Heb. vi 2, is, in most English 
versions, mistranslated, “‘of baptisms’’. It should 
be, “‘of baptizings’’. 

Paul says, in Eph. iv 5, that there is “‘one bap- 
tism’’. Why mistranslate Heb. vi 2 so as to make 
the writer say, ‘of baptisms’’, as if there are more 
than one baptism? 

‘The mistranslating of baptisma (baptism) 
probably leads to mistranslating into foreign 
languages. For example, if, in any language, there 
is this statement: “‘I administer baptism to you’, 
it is not as it ot to be. 

A person cannot administer baptism by any 
outward ceremony. Jo teach that.a person can, 
with water, administer baptism, is exalting the 
outward ceremony into the place of the inward 
spiritual work. It is blasphemy. 

Of all ways of teaching, the worst is having 
the Bible so mistranslated that it teaches error. 

Translators ot to know that it is not right to 
assume that the writers of the N. IT. meant nipto 
when they wrote baptismos, and that they meant 
baptismos when they wrote baptisma. 

To assume that the N. T. writers meant bap- 
tismos or baptisis when they wrote baptisma, is 
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monstrous perversion. It has made countless 
spurious Christians. 

When a verb is in the middle voice, it declares 
that the subject of the sentence acts upon (or for) 
himself. In Acts xxii 16, baptisai, apolousai, and 
epikalesamenos, are all in the middle voice. 
Young has correctly so translated them. 

Let us put the A. S. V. on the witness stand 
in regard to this. In Mark vii 4, baptisontai (in 
some MSS., rhantisOntai) is in the middle voice. 
‘The fact that the makers of A. S. V. did not (ex- 
cept in a foot-note) translate that word by the 
word, baptize, is not a fact relative to this ques- 
tion. he question is this: Did they put in the 
middle voice their translation of the Greek verb 
which is in the middle voice? “They did. 

In Acts xxii 16, the Greek verb is in the mid- 
dle voice. Why did not they put their translation 
of it in the middle voice? 

Now let us put the 20th Cen. N. T., Moff. N. 
T. and A. S. V., all on the witness stand. In Acts 
xxii 16, is apolousai (apolouo in the middle 
voice). In 1 Cor. vi 11, is apelousasthe (apolous 
in the middle voice). 

In 20th Cen. N. T. and in Moff. N. T., this 
word in 1 Cor. vi 11, is translated, ““you washed 
yourselves clean’. That is, the translation is put 
in the middle voice. The A. S. V. admits, in a 
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foot-note, that ‘‘washed yourselves’’ is the correct 
translation of the Greek verb. 


Now let us translate Acts xxii 16 as A. S. V., 
20th Cen. N. T. and Moff. N. T., all admit to be 


correct: 


“And now why do you wait? Having stood 
up, baptize yourself and wash yourself clean as to 
your sins, invoking his name’. | 

Notice the last clause: “‘invoking his name’. 
Notice that the word “‘name’’, when translated 
into English, sometimes appears to be somewhat 
superfluous or to mean personality or power. 


Peter, in Acts ii 38, told the Jews that they 
must be metamorphosed in regard to the person- 
ality of Jesus. 


In Matt. xxvii 19, we are told to metamor- 
phose the nations into the sovereignty of the 
Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. 


In Acts iii 6, Peter says to the lame man, ““Be- 
cause of the power of Jesus Christ the Nazarean, 
walk’. 


Now notice that Saul was to baptize himself 
~ and wash himself clean by invoking for Himself, 
the power of the great Baptizer who baptizes by 
Holy Spirit, and whose blood cleanses from all 
unrighteousness. 


It is not right so to translate Acts xxii 16 that 
the general reader is almost compelled to believe 
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that great absurdity, that sins are washed off in 
water. 

The watery error should not be translated in- 
to the Bible. 

This passage ot to be exactly translated. This 
would give the reader the privilege of believing 
that we wash ourselves clean as to our sins, in the 
same way in which the Corinthians washed them- 
selves clean, as stated in 1 Cor. vi 11. How did 
they wash themselves clean? With the name of 
the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our 
God. 

It is Paul who declares how the Corinthians 
washed themselves clean. ‘The general reader ot to 
have the privilege of believing that Paul had once 
been told to wash himself clean in that way—to 
wash himself clean, thru “invoking His name’, 
to wash himself clean, thru calling to his aid the 
Lord Jesus Christ the great Baptizer. 

That this baptizing was not a baptizing with 
water, is clearly proved in Acts ix 17, 18: “‘And 
Ananias went away, and entered into the house; 
and having laid his hands on him said, Brother 
Saul, the Lord, even Jesus, who appeared unto 
you in the way in which you came, has sent me, 
that you might receive sight, and be filled with 
Holy Spirit. And immediately there fell from his 
eyes as it were scales, and he received sight, and 
having risen up was baptized’. 
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First remember that to be baptized is to be 
filled with Holy Spirit. In Acts 11 4, we read, 
“And they were all filled with Holy Spirit’’. 

Now notice that Jesus sent Ananias to Saul 
that two things might be accomplished. Notice 
carefully what these two things are. The first is, 
that Saul might receive sight. The second is, that 
he might be filled with Holy Spirit. 

Remember that Jesus does not fail to accom- 
plish that which he undertakes. Now read the 
first part of verse 18: ‘‘And immediately there fell 
from his eyes as it were scales, and he received 
sight’. One of the two things has been accom- 
plished. Read the rest of verse 18: “‘and having 
stood up was baptized’. ‘The second of the two 
things has been accomplished. He has been filled 
with Holy Spirit. 

Do not forget that this is the same incident 
that is recorded in Acts xxii 16, in which place it 
is stated that Saul was told to baptize himself 
and to wash himself clean as to his sins. 

Interpret Acts xxii 16 thus: Just now, vow 
allegiance to Jesus, open the door of your heart, 
be filled with his Spirit, invoking his name. 

There is ‘“‘circumcision made without hands’. 
There is baptizing without any natural water. 
And there is washing without any natural water. 
The washing without any natural water, is the 
washing that makes one “‘whiter than snow’’. It 
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is “‘the Holy Spirit’s washing of regeneration and 
renewing’. 

To translate and interpret, any natural 
water into the baptizing of Saul, is to put into 
this incident, the watery error, the monstrous per- 
version—is to saturate this Scripture with decep- 
tion. 

We believe that some of the apostles were bap- 
tized with water by John the Baptizer. But there 
is no Scripture stating that any one of them ever 
was thus baptized. We have graphic accounts of 
their being baptized by the Spirit. 

Egeiro 

The verb, egeird, has meanings quite different 
from each other. Notice, both in the K. J. V. and 
in A. S. V., the last words of Matt. xii 11: “‘lift it 
out’. Notice, in the K. J. V., in Mark i 31, the 
Words, litted her up. In) AY’ dS.) Wa eehise ss: 
“raised her up’. 

This verb egeird occurs in many places, in the 
N. T., in which it must be translated by some- 
thing like “‘lift up’, “‘raise’’ or “‘raise up’. 

It also occurs in many places in which it 
should be translated by ‘‘awake’’ or by a word of 
like meaning. 

It is translated ‘“‘awake’’ in Matt. viii 25: 
“and awoke him saying, Lord, save’. It is so 
translated in Rom.xiii 11: “‘it is time for you to 
awake out of sleep’. It is so translated in Eph. v 
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14: “Awake (egeire), you sleeping one, and arise 
(anasta) from among the dead’’. 

Whether this verb should be translated 
““‘raise’’ or translated “‘awaken’’, must be deter- 
mined by the meaning of the passage in which it 
occurs. : 

In our English versions, it is translated ‘‘raise’’ 
in some passages in which it ot to be translated 
“awaken”’. 

In the K. J. V., Matt. i124 begins thus: ‘“Then 
Joseph being raised from sleep’. In A. S. V., it 
is, ‘‘“And Joseph arose from his sleep’. In Bap. 
Imp. Ed., it is, “And Joseph, arising from sleep’. 

In some versions, this error is corrected. In 
20th Cen. N. T., Matt. 1 24 begins thus: When 
Joseph awoke from his sleep’. In N. T. Madan. 
Sph., it is, ““When Joseph awoke’. In N. T. 
Mdn. Eng., it is, ““Then Joseph having awakened 
from his sleep’. In Moff. N. T., it is, “So on 
waking from sleep’. In Rotherham, it is, 
“awaking from his sleep’. 

In the K. J. V. andin A. S. V., look at Mark 
v 41 and Luke viii 54. Jesus had just said to the 
mourners, ‘““The child is not dead, but sleeps’. 
- Very naturally, he would then say, Little girl, 
wake up. 

Let us translate Mark v 41, 42 thus: “... 
Girl, I say to you, awake (egeire). And imme- 
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diately the girl got up ‘(anesté) and walked 
around, for she was twelve years... ”’ 

This observation is for the purpose of helping 
you to understand that Christ was awakened (not 
“raised up’). 

Read, in 1 Cor. xv 20, “‘a first-fruit of those 
who have been asleep’. 

To cease to be asleep is to awake. Therefore, 
this verse ot to be translated thus: “But now 
Christ has been awakened from among the dead, 
a first-fruit of those who have been asleep’. 


The verb egeird ot to be translated ‘“‘awake’’ 
rather than ‘“‘raise’’ wherever such translating 
would make equally good sense. This ot to be 
done for the purpose of disabusing the minds of 
a great multitude of people who are mentally 
afflicted with an ailment that has become chronic. 
Thousands are so afflicted that whenever they 
hear that Christ was raised from among the dead, 
they think of being lifted up out of water as 
Christ was lifted up out of the grave. 

But Christ was not lifted up out of a grave. 
The “glory of the Father’? was an awakening 
force, not a lifting force. 

Christ was awakened from the sleep of death. 
Then, being awake, he got up and walked out of 
the rock-room as we get up in the morning after 
we awake. 
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NEITHER BURIED Nor RAISED UP 


To connect water with the resurrection of 
Christ, is to bring in the watery error in the place 
of substitutional atonement. We are credited with 
having been awakened ‘“‘with him’’, not raised 
out of water. 

The reasoning that brings any natural water 
into the sixth chapter of Rom. and the second 
chapter of Col., is shallow, shallow, shallow. 

If one translation of a passage of Scripture 
leads the reader into error and there can be 
another equally correct translation that does not 
lead the reader into error, the translation which 
leads the reader into error, is a warped translation. 

‘Therefore, all our English versions are warped 
in Rom. vi 4 and Col. ii 12, by saying “‘raised”’ 
instead of saying ‘“‘awakened”’. 

Rom. vi 4 and Col. ii 12 are warped also by 
saying “‘buried’’ instead of saying ‘“‘treated as 
dead’. 

But some will tell you that the word that is 
here translated “‘buried’’, is the same word that is 
used when it is said, ‘‘And the rich man also died 
and was buried’. See Luke xvi 22. Yes; if we 
omit the prefix “‘sun’’, it is the same word. 

Thapto originally meant, to burn. Later it 
also meant, to entomb. Liddell and Scott say that 
it means, ‘‘to pay the last dues to a corpse’. 

‘“We were treated as dead with’”’ is the exact 
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translation of sunetaphémen in Rom. vi. 4. And 
“having been treated as dead with’ is the exact 
translation of suntaphentes in Col. 11 12. 

These translations are not misleading. “They 
express no more and no less than do the Greek 
words. 

“Buried’’ is misleading, It leads thousands to 
thinking of having been put down into a grave. 

To put down into a grave, and immediately 
afterward to fill the grave, is what the word 
“bury means with us. It is known that Christ 
was not thus buried. 


We were disposed of as corpses with him. 
Our bodies, dead in the eyes of the law, were 
treated just as his dead body was treated. 


The great fact that you, on account of entire 
consecration to Christ, are credited with having 
done for yourself what Christ only was able to 
do for you—tthe great fact that you are treated as 
having died for your sin, because Christ died as 
your Substitute and you accepted him, is obscured 
by that word ‘“‘buried’’ in Rom. vi 4 and Col. 
ii 12. 

The language of Scripture is, ‘“IThe soul that 
sins, it shall die’. We do not read, Thus saith 
the Lord, The soul that sins, shall be buried. 

We read, “For the wages of sin is death’’. We 
do not find that the wages of sin is burial. 


116 Transfer Or 


It is plain that when God regards us as dead 
for sin, the penalty is paid. It does not make any 
difference in what way he disposes of ‘‘the body 
of sin’. ‘The word “‘buried’’ points out a definite 
way. The Greek word does not point out any 
definite way. 

For the sake of truth, ‘buried’ should no 
longer warp Rom. vi 4 and Col. ii 12. And 
“treated as dead’’ (or some word or words of like 
meaning) should be put in its place. 

But you will ask, Was not ‘“‘the rich man” 
put down into a grave? He was not put down 
into a grave. That was not the custom. All that 
Jesus meant was that his body was disposed of as 
a corpse. 

In our language, the word, funeral, is a noun, 
and it is also an adjective. It ot to be also a verb. 
Let us make it a verb. Let us translate Luke xvi 
22 thus: “. . . The rich man also died and was 
funeraled’’. 

I heard a Baptist minister make a talk con- 
cerning Lazarus and the rich man. He said that, 
for the rich man, there could be hired mourners 
to make a great ado over him; but Lazarus was 
too poor to have any funeral exercises. 

In N. T. Mdn. Sph., Luke xvi 22 is translated 
thus: “. . The rich man also died, and had a 
funeral’. 


Correctly Translate bh7 


Think of the burial (?) of Moses. In A. S. 
V., read, in Deut. xxxiv 6, ‘““And he buried him’’. 
In a foot-note, read, ‘‘Or he was buried’’. 

In Bap. Imp. Ed., it is, ““And they buried 
him’. 

In the Sep., verse 6 begins thus: ‘‘kai 
ethapsan auton’’. And they funeraled him. Why 
should it be “‘funeraled’’, and not ‘“‘buried’’? 
They could not bury him without knowing his 
sepulcher. Read the last of verse 6: “‘. .; but 
no one has seen his sepulcher to this day’’. They 
did not have his body. And they did not have 
any grave. They funeraled him in a valley and 
continued their weeping thirty days. 

In our English versions, it is plainly said that 
Moses died. But, in the Sep., when it is said that 
some one died, the verb, in nearly all cases, is apo- 
thnésk6. But, when it is said that Moses finished, 
the verb is teleutao. 

The finishing of the earthly life of Moses, was 
peculiar. In Jude 9, we read that Michael, the 
chief messenger, argued with the Devil about the 
body of Moses. 

Moses and Elijah appeared together with 
Jesus on the mount of transfiguration. 

Now notice that if Moses had been buried, 
he could not have appeared on the mount of trans- 
figuration, having a spiritual body, unless there 
had been a resurrection. But there was no resur- 
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rection before the resurrection of Christ. “But 
now Christ has been awakened from among the 
dead, first-fruit of those who have been sleeping’ 
CE Cor, xv 209. 


Some dead persons had been made alive before 
the resurrection of Christ—alive, but having the 
natural bodies, not spiritual bodies. 

It must be true that the body of Moses was 


changed into a ‘body of glory’, and never was 
buried. 

But the Jews did, for the body of Moses, 
whatever the verb, thapto, means. ‘Therefore, 
thapto, does not mean bury. They funeraled him. 

And do not forget that this is the same verb 
_ that is used in Rom. vi 4 and in Col. 11 12. 


Think of the laying away of Lazarus the 
brother of Mary and Martha. In the K. J. V., 
read the beginning of John xi 38: “‘Jesus . 
cometh to the grave’. Do you believe that it was 
a grave? and that Lazarus was under six feet of 
earth? Read farther in the same verse: “It was 
a cave’. 


That mistranslation, ‘buried’, in Rom. vi 4 
and in Col. 11 12, ot to be corrected. It is not right 
to allow that word to continue to side-track 
thousands into trusting in the imaginary merits 
of a ‘watery grave’ instead of securing the in- 
estimable benefits of substitutional atonement. 


Correctly Translate 119 


Rom. vi 4 might begin thus: ‘““Therefore we 
were funeraled with him’’. And Col. ii 12 might 
begin thus: “‘having been funeraled with him’’. 

Any of the following expressions would be 
true: entombed with him, funeraled with him, 
treated as dead with him, disposed of as corpses 
with him, laid in the rock-room with him. 


Peter (the Rev. Dr. Stone or Rev. Dr. Spall) 


knew the meaning of baptism. He has told us 
that it is being-in-Christ. If a version contradicts 
Peter by teaching readers of the N. TI. that bap- 
_ tism is a burial in water, do you believe that such 
a version really is a translation of the N. T.? Or 
do you believe that it is monstrous perversion, a 
substitute in place of the word of God? 


You see that we are not discussing the ques- 
tion of much water or little water. In baptism 
there is no water at all except such as that with 
which the woman wetted the Saviour’s feet, and 
such as that which Jesus offered to give to the 
woman at the well of Samaria. 


Christ (not natural water) saves us. A 
preacher, when preaching in this city, in his ser- 
mon, said, “I believe in going to heaven by way 
of the water’. 

Jesus did not say anything about the “‘way 
of the water’. He said, “I am the way’’. 
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“What? Is there then no other road 
‘To heaven’s happy ground? 
Christ is the only way to God: 
None other can be found’. 


Some preachers think that they are preaching 
about baptism when they are not touching that 
subject at all. They do not know that, in the N. 
T., every sentence which contains the word, bap- 
tism, is as dry as John iii 16. For the same reason, 
the polemics that have been put into book form 
are worthless. And no one is capable of trans- 
lating the N. T. until he knows that the word, 
baptism, does not mean a baptizing-with-water. 

FIVE IDIOMS 

In Webster’s Dictionary, we read that an 
idiom is ‘‘a mode of expression peculiar to a lan- 
guage’. 

A literal translation of the phrase in the mid- 
dle of Acts iii 19 is this: unto the your sins to be 
blotted out. 

To make the best U. S. language, this must be 
somewhat changed. 

Rotherham makes good U. S. language by 
changing the infinitive into a participle thus: 
“unto the blotting out of your sins’. 

Some other translators change it thus: “‘that 
your sins may be blotted out’. 

‘The peculiar mode of expression in Matt. vii 
6, is not like that in such as Acts iii 19. 


Correctly Translate 121 


But for want of a more appropriate name, I 
am going to call Matt. vii 6 and some similar 
passages, idioms. 

There are, in the N. T., some verses which are 
of idiomatic arrangement of the statements which 
are in them. Our translators have not paid any 
attention to the idiomatic arrangement. 

And, consequently, they have made it to 
appear that Peter preached and Paul wrote, state- 
ments that are either not true or are consummately. 
nonsensical. 

But when these verses are correctly translated 
and their parts correctly arranged, every statement — 
is true and is according to reason. 

In order that you may see clearly what such 
idioms are like, look at Matt. vii 6. In this, there 
are four terms, two means and two extremes 
somewhat like a proportion in Arithmetic. 

In a proportion, the two means are multiplied 
together and the two extremes are multiplied to- 
gether, to prove the proportion to be true. 

In this, the means belong together, and the 
extremes belong together. 

Suppose that we have a blackboard. At the 
top of the board, write, ‘“‘Give not that which is 
holy to the dogs’. In the middle of the board, 
write, 

“nor cast your pearls before the swine’, 
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“lest they tramp them down with their feet’. 
At the bottom of the board, write, 
“and having turned, they rend you’. 

This is the order in which the four parts stand 
in the Greek and in our versions. But this 
arrangement is idiomatic. Bring down the line 
from the top of the board and write it just above 
the line that is at the bottom of the board. Not 
only the means should be together, but also the 
extremes should be together. 

Here we have plain U. S. language: “‘Cast not 
your pearls before the swine, lest they tramp. 
them down with their feet; nor give that which is 
holy to the dogs, lest having turned they rend 
you’. | 

The latter part of Matt. xxvi 24 is incorrectly 
translated in K. J. V., in A. S. V., in 20th Cen. 
NwT; an Ne oD y-Mdn,, in’ N. oT. 2Mdn, Eee 
Moff. N. T., and in Goodspeed’s N. T. 

It is correctly translated in Young’s N. T., in 
Bap. Imp. Ed., and in foot-note of A. S. V. The 
correct translation is, “It were good for him, if 
that man had not been born”’. 

At the top of the blackboard, write, 

“Woe to that man by whom”’. 

In the middle of the board, write, 
‘the Son of man is betrayed’. 
“it were good for him”’. 
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At the bottom of the board, write, 
“Sf that man had not been born’. 

“By the determinate counsel and foreknowledge 
of God’’ Judas was predestinated to betray Christ. 
See Acts ii 23, Jesus was not only divine, but he 
was also human. Human nature shrinks from 
torturous death. In “‘that doleful night before his 
death’, Jesus prayed, “‘My Father, if it be pos- 
sible, let this cup pass from me’. At the time of 
this idiom, Jesus and the twelve were at their 
evening meal. Jesus viewing the near future from 
the human standpoint, said to them (in sub- 
stance), | am betrayed. It would be good for me 
if that man predestinated to betray me, had not 
been born. If he had not been born, I would not 
have to suffer the terrible crucifying to which | 
am coming. 

Remember this one thing: the Greek does not 
say that it would be good for Judas if he had not 
been born. 

This idiom about Judas, is not a perfect 
idiom. The words, that man, occur in both ex- 
tremes but the two extremes cannot be united to- 
gether into one sentence. 

Our next idiom (Acts ii 38) is a perfect 
idiom—yjust as perfect as Matt. vii 6. And it is 
the one which, in our versions, contains consum- 
mate nonsense. Peter never preached any such 
stuff as our versions say that he preached. It is a 
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mystery that so many intelligent people believe 
that natural water purifies the character and regen- 
erates the soul, of man—a mystery that they be- 
lieve that we should be baptized with water for 
the remission of sins, and that a baptizing-with- 
water changes a sinner into a child of God and an 
inheritor of the kingdom of heaven. Have they 
who thus believe ever read about Simon in Acts 
viii 13, 21-23? Simon had been baptized with 
water when Peter, the same preacher who preached 
this idiom, said to him, ‘“You have no part nor 
lot in this matter; for your heart is not right be- 
fore God. Repent therefore of this your wicked- 
ness, and pray the Lord, if perhaps the thot of 
your heart will be forgiven you. For I perceive 
you to be in the gall of bitterness and the bond of 
unrighteousness’. | 

Peter did not preach two opposite doctrines. 
And we have reason to believe that there are 
thousands of people now who have been baptized 
with water and yet are in the condition in which 
Simon was after he had been baptized with water. 

Turn to Luke xxiv 47: ‘“‘And that repentance 
unto remission of sins should be preached’. In 
the most reliable MSS., the word just before “‘re- 
mission’’ is eis, not kai. That is, it is ‘“‘unto 
remission’, not ‘‘and remission’’. 

In Mark i 4 and Luke iii 3, are the words: 
“repentance unto remission of sins’. John 
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preached, not a half hearted repentance but a 
metamorphosm of repentance into remission of 
sins. 

In Acts iti 19, Peter says, ““Uherefore repent 
and turn, unto the blotting out of your sins’. 

In Luke xiii 5, Jesus says, “‘Except you 
repent, you will all likewise perish’’. 

Get it fixed in your mind that it is repentance 
(not a baptizing with water) that is ‘‘into remis- 
sion of sins’. 


¥ 


“Repentance is the station then 
Where travelers are taken in’. 

How shall we arrange the parts of this idiom 
so that the teaching will be truth and common 
sense? 

At the top of the blackboard, write, 

‘““Repent’’. 
In the middle of the board, write, 

“Be baptized each of you’ 

“epi the name of Jesus Christ and’. 
At the bottom of the board, write, 

‘into remission of your sins’. 

This is the arrangement in the Greek and in 
~ our versions. 

Now bring down the first extreme and unite 
it with the second extreme. Now we have this: 
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“Be baptized each of you 
epi the name of Jesus Christ, 
and repent 
into remission of your sins’’. 


‘Be baptized’’, in this place, means, be thoroly 
changed from one condition of mind into another 
condition of mind. Peter was preaching to those 
who had crucified the Lord. (See verse 36). In- 
stead of believing Jesus to have been a criminal, 
they must believe him to be both Lord and Christ; 
and his name to be above every other, the only 
name under heaven given among men by which 
they could be saved. Until they would thus re- 
gard him, all their efforts to be saved would be 
useless. “Think of ‘‘name’’ as meaning personality. 
To make “‘in’’ be the translation of epi, does not 
make any sense. [he most common meaning of 
epi is on, but this meaning would not make sense 
here. It may be translated in regard to. Liddell 
and Scott say that epi with the dative sometimes 
means ‘‘for’’, that is, “in honor of’. Such a 
changing as they had to be changed, would be a 
baptizing in honor of the person, Jesus Christ. 
To be thus changed, and to repent, were the two 
necessary things. Io have substituted a baptizing 
with water, in the place of either one of these two 
things, would have been abomination unto 
Jehovah. In this idiom, there is not the faintest 
allusion to a baptizing-with-water. 
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About the time of the beginning of the great 
watery error, the real meaning of “baptized’’ was 
lost sight of. Then the word, converted, was 
pressed in to express the lost meaning of baptized. 
To understand Acts ii 41, read it this way: ““They 
therefore who welcomed his word were converted; 
and there were added, in that day, about three 
thousand souls’. 

‘There is not even a faint hint that anybody 
was baptized with water on the day of Pentecost. 

In my first Epistle to you, I quoted from 
classic (or heathen) Greek, passages containing 
the word, baptizo, from B. C. 500 to A. D. 450. 
In A. D. 450, baptiz6 meant exactly the same 
that it meant 950 years before that time. It meant 
(in the Infinitive mode) to change from one con- 
dition into another condition. ‘Therefore the 
meaning of baptized was not yet universally lost. 
But, at sometime, it became lost to those in what 
was called the Church. A part of Christendom 
had united with Paganism. And what was then 
called the Church had become a State organiza- 
tion. The high-ups in it, wanted to be paid for 
making Christians (saving souls) with water and 
palaver. And, after a time, it became the univer- 
sal belief that baptisma, in the N. T., means the 
same as baptisis. hat is, that the regenerated 
and renewed condition of soul, is a baptizing- 
with-water. ‘This perverted teaching has never 
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been got rid of. And it has been mistranslated 
into some of our versions. A baptizing-with- 
water is almost universally called baptism. The 
mere shadow is declared to be the entity which 
casts the shadow. 

Our next idiom (1 Cor. vi 11) is a perfect 
idiom, and the work of arranging the parts will 
be just the same as that of Matt. vii 6 and of Acts 
ii 38. “Therefore, we shall not need to use our 
blackboard any more. ‘The verse begins thus: 
“And these things some of you were. But you 
washed yourselves clean’’. “hen the idiom fol- 
lows and tells how the washing was done. 

“but you were justified’’ is the first mean. 

“because of the name of the Lord Jesus 
Christ’ is the second mean. 

The Corinthians were justified because of the 
ability of the Lord Jesus Christ to make a full 
and complete atonement. They had accepted him 
as their Substitute. TThey had been credited with 
having made that atonement for themselves— 
credited with having died. ‘‘He that has died has 
been justified from sin’’ (Rom. vi 7). Therefore 
they were justified because of (with) the name 
(power or ability) of the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Now put the extremes together, and then 
what was an idiom will be this plain U. S. lan- 
guage: But you were justified because of the name 
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of the Lord Jesus Christ; but you were sanctified 
by the Spirit of our God. 

Notice that this was a washing, and that they 
washed themselves clean without any water. And 
also learn from this, that there is such a thing as 
Holy Spirit’s washing. 

- Now we are prepared for the next idiom (Tit. 
115). The idiom is the latter part of the verse. 
The first extreme is, ‘‘a washing’. 
‘The second extreme is, “by Holy Spirit’. 
The first mean is, “of regeneration’’. 
‘The second mean is, ‘“‘and of renewing’. 

In our studying prepositions, in second 
Epistle, we observed that the Holy Spirit is not a 
mere element, but is the Agent that does the work. 
Therefore, it is, sanctified by the Holy Spirit, 
baptized by the Holy Spirit, 
generated by the Holy Spirit, 
washed by the Holy Spirit. 

Read the extremes, then the means, thus: “‘a 
washing, by Holy Spirit, of regeneration and 
renewing’. 

“Holy Spirit’’ here is in the Genitive case. 
The Genitive case, in Greek, is the Possessive case 
in our language. And often the order of the words 
in Greek, is the opposite of the order of the same 
words in our language. Therefore, in the picture 
reminder, the extremes are reversed. First read the 
extremes, then the means. And we may under- 
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stand verse 5 and 6 to mean this: ‘‘Not of works 
which we did, in the observing of sacraments, but 
according to his mercy he saved us by the Holy 
Spirit’s washing of regeneration and renewing, 
which he poured out on us richly because of Jesus 
Christ our Saviour’. 

In 1 John iti 9, we read, ““Not any one that 
has been generated of God, practices sin, because 
His seed abides in him, and he is not able to sin 
because he has been generated of God”’. 

In John iii 6, we read, ‘“That which has been 
generated of the flesh, is flesh’’. That is the first 
generating. 

This, in 1 John iti 9, is the second generating. 
That is, it is re-generating. 

It seems that the Holy Spirit has taken pains, 
in places, so to word the Scripture that nobody 
would need to fail to understand. Whose seed 
abides in him who has been regenerated? It is 
God’s seed. ‘This anthropopathical language 
makes it plain to all readers of different degrees of 
intelligence, that it is God (not the water of a 
church tub) that regenerates the soul. But our 
translators have failed to understand because of 
that common ailment, perversion-on-the-brain. 
And they have mistranslated into the word of 
God, that untruth and consummate nonsense, 
‘the bath of regeneration’’, meaning the bath in a 
church tub. This watery nonsense is differently 
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worded in different versions. But the different 
wordings mean the same thing. 
KINGDOM IN THE MIDST 

Now let us think about Luke xvii 20, 21: 
“And having been asked by the Pharisees, when 
the kingdom of God is coming, he answered them 
and said, “* . . . . the kingdom of God is in the 
midst of you’. : 

The last part of this quotation, in about one 
half of our versions, is incorrectly translated, 
“within you’’. See the correct translation in Bap. 
Imp. Ed. 

The kingdom of God is not a thing to be 
within us. It is a thing which we should be 
within and be a part of. It is now composed of 
millions of people. 

Could anything be more absurd than to say 
that these millions are within us? 

If anything could be more absurd, it is to say 
that Jesus told the wicked Pharisees that the king- 
dom of God was within them. 

The kingdom of God was (entos) inside of 
the multitude, not inside of each wicked Pharisee. 

In your English version, find in how many 
places occur these words: “‘enter into the kingdom 
of heaven’’, and “‘enter into the kingdom of God”’, 

You will not find one place in which occur 
these words: the kingdom of God enters into you. 

A kingdom consists of a king and his subjects. 
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Here was Jesus, the king, and his disciples, his 
subjects. This kingdom of God was in the midst 
of the Pharisees. It was in the incipient stage. 
When we pray, “Come thy kingdom’, we 
pray for the second coming of Christ, the closing 
of this age, the ushering in of the coming age, and 
the establishing of “‘the kingdom of God with 


power. 
OUT-RESURRECTION 


In all the versions which I have (except 
Rotherham’s), the prefix, out, is omitted from 
Phil. in 11. 

Rotherham correctly, in foot-note, thus 
translates, ‘“‘the out-resurrection from among the 
dead’. 

Nearly all of our versions have a translation 
somewhat like this: “If by any means I might 
attain unto the resurrection of the dead’. 

The truth is that no one needs to make any 
effort to attain unto the resurrection of the dead. 
But to attain unto the out-resurrection from 
among the dead, is a very different thing. 

They who attain unto the out-resurrection 
will reign with Christ the thousand years. (See 
Rev. xx 4-6). 

Rejoice because of that which is beyond. And 
pray, “Let come thy kingdom. Let be done thy 
iti Your brother, 

Juke 


FOURTH EPISTLE 
ENDINGS of VERBAL NOUNS 


Euareston, Calif. 
Friday, Feb. 24, 1928. 
A. T., 

My Dear Brother:—In Greek, a verbal 
noun ending in ma, does not express any action. 
It indicates an entity, a result, a state or condition. 

A verbal noun ending in is or mos indicates 
action as does ing in English. 

The writers of the N. T. are not guilty of 
meaning baptismos when they wrote baptisma. 

They are not guilty of meaning some form 
of louG when they wrote baptismos. | 

They are not guilty of meaning some form of 
nipto when they wrote some form of baptizo. 

Therefore, the theorem to be proved in this 
Epistle, is this: 

The writers of the N. T. wrote exactly what 
they meant, and meant exactly what they wrote. 

In the last Epistle before this one, we observed 
that in the Greek language, there is the verb, chris, 
anoint. We saw that from it was derived our 


English word, Christ. 
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Now think again of this same verb because 
from it was derived the verbal nouns, chrisis and 
chrisma. 


Chrisis means, an anointing. It implies action. 
Chrisma means, an ointment. It indicates an 
entity. | 

The word, Chrisma (which, in English, is 
chrism) occurs twice in 1 John i 27. 

Ini the RoW Ae Su and ING 
Sph., it is translated, ‘“‘anointing’’ just as if it were 
chrisis. 

In 20th Cen. N. T., it is translated, “‘conse- 
cration’. In Moff. N. T., it is translated, “‘unc- 
tion’’. 

Chrisma also occurs in 1 John it 20. Here, in 
the K. J. V., it is translated, “‘unction’’. 

If the apostle John had not been inspired to 
write a part of the N. T., there might be some- 
thing like an excuse for believing that he blun- 
dered—that he meant chrisis when he wrote 
chrisma. 


But since he was inspired, it is safe to believe 
that he did not blunder in using the word, 
chrisma, which does not imply any action. 

Notice that chrisma is derived from the verb, 
chrid, just as baptisma is derived from the verb, 
baptize. 

Chrisma and baptisma are translated (or 


—~Ma —Is —Mos Hin, de 


transferred if you choose to call it that) by drop- 
ping the final a. 

In Greek, the ending, isma, does not imply 
any acting. In English, the ending, ism, does not 
imply any acting. 

Let chrisma be translated, chrism, in 1 John 
ii 20, 27. Then in the 20th verse, we read, ‘‘And 
you have a chrism from the Holy one’. 

In the 27th verse, we would read, ‘‘And as for 
you, the chrism which you received of him abides 
in you, and you need not that any one teach you; 
but as his chrism teaches you concerning all things, 
and is true and is no lie, and just as it taught you, 
abide in him. 

There is, in the Greek language, the verb, 
pned, blow, breathe. 

From this verb, is the verbal noun, pneusis, 
a blowing, a breathing; and there is also the noun, 
pneuma, air, breath. 

The writers of the N. T. used the word, 
-pneuma. They did not blunder in using this 
word. They did not mean pneusis when they 
wrote pneuma. | 

In the Bible, pneuma is sometimes exalted in- 
to being the name of our “‘other Helper’’, the third 
person of the Trinity. When so exalted, it should 
be translated, ‘‘Spirit’’ (never Ghost). 

There is, in the Greek language, the verb, 
phantazo, make visible. 
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From this verb, is the verbal noun, phantasis, 
an appearing; and there is also the noun, phan- 
tasma, a phantasm, specter, ghost. 

This word, phantasma, occurs in Matt. xiv 
26 and in Mark vi 49. Neither Matthew nor 
Mark blundered in using this word. ‘They did not 
mean phantasis when they wrote phantasma. 
‘They meant a ghost. | 

Notice that, in the K. J. V., pneuma is trans- 
lated ‘‘Ghost’’ when it ot to be ‘Spirit’; and 
phantasma is translated, ‘‘spirit’’ when it ot to be 
‘ghost’. 

In John iv 24, Jesus says to the woman of 
Samaria, ‘‘God is Spirit; and they that worship 
him, must worship in spirit ‘y 

May we translate it this way: “God is a 
Ghost; and they that worship him, must worship 
ghostly’? Never. Holy Spirit is not Holy Ghost. 

Now we have seen that baptisma, chrisma, 
pneuma, and phantasma, each bears the same 
relation to its verb, and that not one of them im- 
plies action. 

We might examine more words, but these are 
enough to show that the inspired writers of the 
N. T. were not such blunderers as uninspired 
religious teachers and lexicographers declare that 
they were. 

Uninspired teachers of religion found that the 
N. T. was not in harmony with what they 
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wanted to believe. And instead of coming into 
harmony with the N. T., they declared that the 
inspired writers had written baptisma where they 
ot to have written baptisis. 

It is the uninspired perverters against the in- 
spired writers. Will you believe the N. T.? Will 
you believe an exact translation? Or will you con- 
tinue to believe errorists? 

Nearly all Christians continue, to some ex- 
tent, to believe perversion instead of taking, as 
their guide, the N. I. as the inspired writers wrote 
it. } 

Nearly all Christians do not know exactly 
what the inspired writers did write. Our mis- 
translators and misinterpreters and false teachers, 
have misled the vast majority of Christians by 
hiding truth from them. 

‘Those in error, taught by errorists, are con- 
firmed in error. Or, in other words, the blind, led 
by the blind, wade down in the church tub. 

Some, going to a somewhat different extreme, 
trust that a sprinkling with water washes their 
babies clean as to their sins and transforms them 
into children of God and inheritors of the king- 
dom of heaven. 

Mistranslating the N. T. so as to make it, in 
some parts, agree with false theories, puts it out of 
harmony with itself and thus makes room for 
different beliefs and for contentions. 
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We saw, in the last Epistle before this, that if 
we had an exact version in English, it would be a 
help to those who translate the Bible into foreign 
languages. It would help them so to translate as 
not to encourage trust in watery ceremony. 

It is very important that every translator 
remember never to confound baptism and a bap- 
tizing-with-water. “I baptize you with water’ 
is very different from J administer baptism to you. 

We have digressed slightly. Now let us return 
to the demonstrating of our theorem. 


We have seen that baptisma, chrisma, 
pneuma and phantasma, each bears the same rela- 
tion to its verb, not one of them expresses action, 
and they were so used by the writers of the N. T. 
We have seen that, when the writers of the N. T. 
used these words, they meant exactly what they 
wrote. 

For different purposes, we have gone over and 
over again, wholly or partly, 1 Pet. iii 21. We 
have seen that, in the first part of the verse, it is 
absolutely certain that baptism is being-in-Christ. 

In that part of the verse which, according to 
some versions, is parenthetical, Peter again tells 
us what baptism is. He first says (in substance) 
that it is not a washing with water. 

Then he says that it is an epero6téma. Notice 
that he does not say that it is an eperdtésis. It is 
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an eper6téma. That is, it is a result, state or con- 
dition. 

Eperotéma (like baptisma) does not express 
action, but is the result of action over into. ‘Uhere- 
fore, baptism is the result of an eperdtésis of a 
good conscience into God. That is, it is being-in- 
Christ. This is just what he says in the fore part 
of the verse. 

So far, we have not found this “ignorant 
fisherman’ nor any other N. T. writer, to be 
guilty of any display of ignorance in regard to the 
use of the different endings of verbal nouns. 

The word, dikaiOma, occurs a few times in 
the N. T. In Rev. xix 8, it is in the plural num- 
ber, dikaidmata. In the K. J. V. and in N. T. 
Mdn. Eng., it is translated, ‘righteousness’. In 
Moff. N. T., it is translated, “‘righteous conduct’. 
In 20th Cen. N. T., it is “‘good deeds’. In N. T. 
Madn. Sph., it is “‘righteous actions’. In A. 8S. V. 
and in Bap. Imp. Ed., it is ‘‘righteous acts’. And 
in Goodspeed’s version, it is “upright deeds’. 

Is acting implied here? Will the purity of the 
fine linen be proportionate to our righteous acts? 
Did John mean dikaidsis when he wrote 
dikaioma? 

The translation in K. J. V. and N. T. Mdn. 
Eng., is not far from correct. Literally, it is, justi- 
fiablenesses. 

In appealing to your sense of right, let us 
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suppose that a young person who has just become 
a Christian is unjustly condemned to life-long 
imprisonment. 

And suppose that this person is faithful all 
the time of the imprisonment, and dies trusting in 
Jesus, will not his fine linen be just as pure and 
bright as it would be if he had done many “‘right- 
eous acts’ ? 

Actions, when there is opportunity, are an 
index of the character. But our sense of right also 
tells us that the purity of the fine linen is not 
dependent upon acts, but is dependent upon the 
heart-purities. ‘“‘Happy are the pure in heart’. 

That is, John is right in using the word, 
dikaioma, which does not express any action. He 
is not guilty of meaning dikaidsis when he wrote 
dikaiOma. 

And John is not guilty of meaning chrisis 
when he wrote chrisma. 

Neither Matthew nor Mark is guilty of mean- 
ing phantasis when he wrote phantasma. | 

Paul is not guilty of meaning pneusis when 
he wrote pneuma. 

Peter is not guilty of meaning eper6tésis when 
he wrote eperotéma. 

And not one N. T. writer is guilty of meaning 
baptisis or baptismos when he wrote baptisma. 
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Now notice how N. T. writers used verbal 
nouns ending in “‘is’’ or “‘mos’’ the equivalent of 
English ing. 

There was, in the Greek language, the verb, 
anaireo, kill, destroy. From this verb is derived 
the verbal noun, anairesis, a killing, a murdering; 
and there is also the noun, anairema, booty. 

In Acts viii 1, Luke uses anairesis. In most of 
our English versions, it is translated, “‘death’’. 
But it is plain that death as a fixed state, is not 
what is meant. 

The murdering of Stephen was going on at 
the time that Saul was consenting to it. “UVhere- 
fore Luke wrote, ‘“‘And Saul was consenting to the 
murdering of him’’. He used exactly the right 
word. 

The word, katharismos, occurs in Luke ii 22. 
Pete hed. Ve, A.V IN. Ps Mdn) Spb. 20th 
Cen. N. T., Moff. N. T. and Bap. Imp. Ed., it is 
translated, “‘purification’’. 

But purification might be the result of an 
instantaneous act. Luke did not mean any such 
result. He meant a forty-day purifying. ‘There- 
fore he wrote katharismos which means a puri- 
fying. 

This word occurs in Mark i 14. In some of 
our versions, it is correctly translated, ‘‘cleansing”’. 

This word occurs in John ii 6 and iti 25. In 
the K. J. V. and A. S. V., it is correctly translated, 
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“purifying”. It was acting with water. John 
meant what he wrote. 

This word occurs in 2 Pet. 19. In A. S. V. 
and Bap. Imp. Ed., it is correctly translated, 
“cleansing’’. [he correct translation is good 
sense. Iherefore jt is safe to say that Peter meant 
what he wrote. 


Here notice that, in the writing of Luke and of 
Mark and of John and of Peter, the exact trans- 
lation of katharismos, is the true meaning. 


But I do not say that every verbal noun end- 
ing in sis or smos should be translated by an Eng- 
lish word ending in ing. 

I do not say that there are no exceptions to 
the rule, on account of imperfections and irregu- 
larities in the languages. 


The meaning of ‘knowledge’ is a knowing; 
yet, in many places, it is better English to say 
““knowledge’’ or “‘science’’ than to say a knowing. 


But where English usage will allow gnosis or 
epignosis to be translated, knowing, instead of 
‘knowledge’, beauty and sweetness are added by 
so translating it. 


Now take your K. J. V. and your A. S. V. 
and as many other versions as you have, and turn 
to Phil. 111 8. In the phrase in the middle of this 
verse, notice that the word, knowledge, produces 
coldness and ambiguity. 
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Change the preposition to because of. Change 
‘knowledge’ to a knowing. 

Now we have made the whole phrase to be 
this: because of the priceless privilege of a know- 
ing of Christ Jesus my Lord. 

And now, to make the best U. S. language 
without changing the meaning, smooth it thus: 
“because of the priceless privilege of knowing 
Christ Jesus my Lord’’.. 


This is just as it has been translated by Wey- 
mouth. It is clear, precious, sweet, heart-warm- 
ing. 

Moffatt’s translation is just as good. It is 
this: ‘“‘compared to the supreme value of knowing 
Christ Jesus my Lord’. 

Goodspeed’s translation is not very different. 
It is, “compared with the supreme advantage of 
knowing Christ Jesus my Lord’’. 

Some similar phrases might be changed from 
what they are in our versions, thus: “because of 
knowing God and Jesus our Lord’ (2 Pet. 1 2) 
and “‘because of knowing him who called us’ (2 
Pet. i 3) and “‘because of knowing our Lord and 
Saviour Jesus Christ’’ (2 Pet. 11 20). 

LutrOsis, a ransoming, and apolutrGsis, a ran- 
soming away or a loosing away by the paying of 
a price, are usually translated, ‘‘redemption’’, 
which really means a redeeming. 
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The N. T. writers used these words as we 
speak of the freeing of 4,000,000 slaves in 1863. 


And hagiasmos, a setting apart, is used by the 
writers, in the same way as they use lutrosis. 
They speak of the accomplishing. | 


We have now seen how N. T. writers used 
verbal nouns ending in ma, and we have also seen 
how they used verbal nouns ending in sis or smos. 


We have seen that they have used the endings, 
sis and smos, in places in which we might use an 
ending different from ing, as in a Rnowing, a re- 
deeming, a sanctifying. 

This is additional proof that, when they did 
use the ending, ma, they used it because no other 
ending would express the meaning which they 
wished to express. 

‘There is most positively no reason to say that 
they meant a baptizing-with-water when they 
wrote baptisma which means the spiritual con- 
dition of being-in-Christ. 

Make yourself sure of the fine linen, bright 
and pure, which is the dikaiOmata of Christians. 

Grace to you and peace be multiplied because 
of knowing the Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. 

Your brother in Christ 
Jz: Us 
Heb. xii 14. 
Matt. v 8. 


FIFTH EPISTLE 
SPECIAL ERRORS 


in 
TRANSLATING, 
CENTENARY TRANSLATION, 
SUGGESTIONS. 


Euareston, Calif. 
Friday, Mar. 16, 1928. 
7 5 ae Bie 
My Dear Brother: Let us go thru the N. 
T., noticing only the special errors in the different 
versions. 

DRM EN, be See MALE iD DOS Vivi iiinicy 
the moment he rose out of the water’. See also 
Mark i 10: ‘“‘And the moment he rose from the 
water’. . 

See also Acts viii 13: “ . Simon himself be- 
lieved and after his baptism kept close to Philip, 

mneranoee Acts x.472(')). ))) Can anyone refuse 
water for the baptism of these people— ... ?” 
And see Eph. v 26: “ .. . by cleansing her in 
the bath of baptism . . ”’ 

Here are three passages in each of which the 
word, “‘baptism’’, occurs in Moff. N. T. but, in 
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the Greek, that word does not occur in any one of 
these passages. 

In Bap. Imp. Ed., the specials are so numer- 
ous that I do not agree to call your attention to all 
of them. | 

See in Matt. xxviii 19: “‘ . . disciple all the 
nations, baptizing (immersing) them’’. That is, 
teach the nations that outward ceremony is the 
essential thing. 

See also Mark xvi 16: ‘‘He that believes and 
is baptized (immersed) shall be saved’’. We read, 
in James ii 19, “even the demons believe, and 
shudder’. Can a person who is as wicked as a 
demon, be saved by being immersed in water? 
Does the N. TT. so teach? 

Specials that occur most frequently are the 
repeated efforts to rub, into the reader, the false- 
hood that baptism is not a changed condition but 
is an immersion in (meaning a submersion under) 
water. 

Mark x 38: “ .. , or to undergo the bap- 
tism (immersion) that I am to undergo?’’ 

Mark x 39: “... 3; and the baptism (im- 
mersion) that I am to undergo ye will undergo’. 

Luke vii 29: . . having been baptized (im- 
mersed) with John’s baptism (immersion)”’. 

Luke xii 50: “‘But I have a baptism (immer- 
sion) to undergo’. 

Notice that, in three of these verses, the words 


Is The Great Need 147 


“be baptized’ are taken away, and the word 
“undergo’’ is put in their place. And, in the other 
verse, the word “‘with’’ is interpolated. 

In Rotherham (and also in other versions), 
the word ‘‘with’’ is interpolated in each of these 
four verses. 

‘iin Bap. Imp. Ed., see Rom. vi 3: “’ . . bap- 
tized (immersed) into Christ Jesus were baptized 
(immersed) into his death?”’ 

Rom. vi 4: “We were buried therefore with 
him through our baptism (immersion) into his 
death’. 

In Rotherham’s N. T., see Rom. vi 4: ““We 
were therefore buried together with him through 
our immersion into his death’. 

In Weymouth’s N. T., see Rom. vi 4: “ . . 
we by our baptism were buried with him in 
death’. 

In 20th Cen. N. T., see Rom. vi 3 and part of 
verse 4:°° . . all of us, who were baptized into 
union with Christ Jesus, in our baptism shared 
his death? Consequently, through sharing his 
death in our baptism, we were buried with him’. 

In Moff. N. T., see Rom. vi 4: “Our baptism 
into his death made us share his burial’. 

Notice that, in the above quotations, the word 
our’ is sectarian error in each one of these five 
versions. By crowding in the word “‘our’’, it is 
made easier for some to believe that our submer- 
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sion under water, was baptism into the death. 
But the truth is that submersion under water, is 
about as much like baptism into the atoning death 
as a submarine is like the love of God. 


In Ke0i) Ve) see! Rome vi 530 
together in the likeness of his death’. 


In Rotherham’s N. T., it is “grown together’. 
This is not so misleading as “‘planted together’. 


In 20th Cen. N. T., see Rom. vi5: “ . . by 
the act symbolic of his death . . by the act sym- 
bolic of his resurrection’. 


Here is sectarian error made by substituting 
the words “‘act symbolic’ in place of the word 
‘likeness’. And the act of being submersed is not 
symbolic of his death up on the cross. 


And see also 1 Cor. x 1: ‘' . . that all our 
ancestors were beneath the cloud’. Here 
‘“‘beneath”’ is error. 


In Weymouth’s N. T., see John 11123: . . 
many pools of water there; and people came and 
received baptism’’. 


“People . . received baptism’ is extremely 
erroneous. ‘hey were baptized with water. 


Apparently, in the making of most of the new 
versions, there has been great effort to make them 
different from what the inspired writers wrote. 

What right has an uninspired translator to 
take away the words which the inspired writer 
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has written and substitute, in their places, words 
which he may believe to be just as good? 

Notice a few of Goodspeed’s substitutings. 
In 1 Cor. ii 7, he takes away ages and substitutes 
“world began’. In many places such as Matt. xii 
32, Luke xx 34, 35, Rom. xii 2, 1 Cor. ii 8, Gal. 
i4, 1 Tim vi1l7, and Eph. i 21, he takes away age 
and substitutes ‘‘world. 

In Mark x 38, he leaves out cup, and also 
leaves out be baptized and substitutes ‘‘undergo’’, 
and leaves out am baptized and substitutes “‘am 
undergoing’. And he does the same in verse 39. 

In Luke ii 3, he changes baptism of repen- 
tance into “repentance and baptism’. ‘This 
changes the meaning. 

In Luke xi 38, he takes away was not bap- 
tized and substitutes ‘‘did not wash’. 

In Luke xu 50, he leaves out be baptized and 
substitutes ‘“‘undergo’’. 

In Titus iti 5, he has ‘‘the bath of regenera- 
tion’’ as if it be a bath in a church tub. 

In, Luke 111 21, Acts viii 13, and Heb. vi 2, 
he has “‘baptism’’. But in the Greek, this word 
does not occur in any one of these places. 

In, Mark i 5, Acts viii 12, and 1 Cor. x 2, he 
has “‘accepted baptism’’. But the Greek does not 
say anything at all about baptism in any one of 
_ these places. 

The belief that a baptizing-with-water is 
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baptism, is the most MONSTROUS ERROR in 
Christendom. 

When the minds of translators are “‘saturated”’ 
with error, they are likely to put, into their ver- 
sions, statements which are both foolish and un- 
true. | 

In Fenton’s N. T., see the first sentence of 1 
Cor. xii 13: “For although individual, we were 
all baptized into one body’”’. 

The words “‘by one Spirit’”’ are left out and, 
in their place, are put the words ‘‘although indi- 
vidual’. And in the last clause of the verse, the 
words ‘“‘were all made to drink’ are changed to 
“‘are all drinking’. 

This verse being thus changed, the spiritual 
teaching is nearly destroyed, and some readers can 
easily believe that the teaching of the verse is con- 
cerning outward ceremony, baptizing with water. 

In Weymouth’s N. T., see the last sentence of 
1 Cor. xii 13: “ . . and we were all nourished 
by that one Spirit’. 

In 20th Cen. N. T., see the same part of the 
verse: “' . and were all imbued with one Spirit’. 

In Moff. N. T., see the same: “ . we have 
all been imbued with one Spirit’. 

In Goodspeed’s version, see the same: “. . 
we have all been saturated with one Spirit’’. 

Among the Greeks, one of the most common 
ways of baptizing was to make one to drink a cup 
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of poison. And when Jesus spoke of his baptism 
which was about to be, he spoke of drinking a 
cup. It was well understood that baptism was 
produced by drinking. 

In the last clause of 1 Cor. xii 13: “‘and were 
all made to drink one Spirit’’, the reader can see 
that Paul was thinking about the fact that bap- 
tism is produced by drinking. 

In N. T. Mdn. Sph., 20th Cen. N. T., Moff., 
N. T., and Goodspeed’s version, the words, 
“made to drink”’ are left out and other words are 
put in. The reader cannot perceive the thot that 
was in the mind of the writer. So much is lost 
and nothing is gained. 

In Weymouth’s N. T., see Col. ii 12: “having 
been buried with Him in your baptism’”’. 

In Rotherham, see the same passage: “‘Having 
been buried together with him in your immer- 
sion’, | 

In Moff. N. T., see the same passage: 
“when you were buried with him in your bap- 
tism’’. 

In Bap. Imp. Ed., see the same passage: “‘hav- 
ing been buried with him in your baptism (im- 
mersion)’’. 

In Goodspeed, see the same passage: ‘“‘when in 
your baptism ‘you were buried with him’’. 

In all our English versions, Rom. vi 4 and 
Col. ii 12 are very badly warped. There is noth- 
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ing praisworthy in putting in an interpolation 
such as the word, “‘your’’. 

As these two verses are usually translated and 
intrepreted, there is not much in them except 
warpings. 

In other Epistles, these passages of Scripture 
have been explained. But it will do no harm for 
you carefully to compare the above five quotations 
with the true meaning of the first clause of Col. ti 
12: “‘having been laid in Joseph’s new tomb with 
him because of the baptism (metamorphosm)”’. 


Always remember that the teaching that bap- 
tism is a watery ceremony, is the watery error, the 
monstrous perversion. 


In the K. J. V., see the last clause of 1 Pet. iii 
20: “‘were saved by water’. 


In 20th Cen. N. T., this passage is “’ . were 
saved by means of water’’. And in the next verse, 
are these words: “‘not the mere cleansing of the 
body’’. Why put in that word, “‘mere’’? 


In N. T. Mdn. English, this last clause reads 
thus: ‘“‘not only by a removal of bodily unclean- 
ness’. Why put in that word, “‘only’’? 

In Goodspeed’s version, this same clause reads 
thus: ‘‘not as the mere removing of physical 
stain’’. Why put in the words, “‘as’’ and “‘mere’’? 

In N. T. Mdn. Sph., see beginning of verse 
21: ‘And... . . the water of baptism now 
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saves you’. This is most extreme error. There 
is no water of baptism. 

In Rotherham, see the last of verse 20 and the 
first of verse 21: “‘were brought safely through by 
means of water,—Which (water) in manner cor- 
responding doth now save you also—even im- 
mersion’. ‘Thru what did water safely bring 
them? Why does no one answer this question? 
Thru what were they safely brot by means of 
water? And think of this phrase: “in manner 
corresponding’. Corresponding to what? A sub- 
mersion under water is not “in manner corre- 
sponding’ because the ark did not sink. Here 
this adverbial phrase has been substituted in the 
place of the noun, antitype. This Scripture, in 
Rotherham, is about as completely botched as it 
would be possible to botch it. 


I have heard of infidels who like to be called 
by a name that throws discredit upon others. 
Therefore they call themselves Free-thinkers. 
Thus they imply that Christians are not free to 
think for themselves, but blindly tramp on in the 
tracks of their religious teachers. The dupes do 
thus blindly tramp on. But I have always re- 
sented this implication against Christians. Yet, in 
regard to trusting in the virtue of water, I must 
admit that there are many who, tho even able to 
translate the Greek, are stumbling along in the 
ruts made by errorists in the darker centuries. 


154 A Correct Version 


But sadder, if possible, is the fact that many 
thousands more are kept in these ruts of error, by 
means of the warpings in our English versions 


of the N. T. 


The teaching that baptisma means baptisis 
(that baptism is a baptizing with water) is the 
cause of the worst errors in translating. 


If all translators would bear in mind the true 
meaning of baptism, they would not translate the 
inspired Scripture into foolish falsehoods. 


I have always resented with all my strength, 
the statement that the Bible is a book of lies and 
contradictions. But it looks as tho we would have 
to give it up, in regard to our English versions, if 
the great scholars persist in giving us “pools of 
water’, ‘people came and received baptism’, “by 
the act symbolic’, “‘were beneath the cloud”, 
“were saved by means of water’, ‘‘water of bap- 
tism now saves’, ‘‘rose out of the water’, etc. 


How can uninspired, erring mortals dare thus 
to change Scripture given by inspiration of God? 
How can they dare to make the English versions 
tell such foolish falsehoods when there are no 
such statements in the Greek? 

Surely it is time that we insist that the great 
scholars give us an unsectarian translation, a trans- 
lation free from sectarian Lnteep Olas and 
warpings. 

We do not want “An Improved Edition” 
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(?) of the Bible. What we want is a correct trans- 
lation. 

The Bible (the N.T. especially) absolutely 
unmodified by anything that the church has be- 
lieved or practiced since the N.T. was written, 
should be our guide. 

The having an exact translation in English, 
universally adopted, and having the people uni- 
versally taught to give the inspired writers credit 
for writing what they meant—for writing bap- 
tismos when they meant a baptizing with water 
and for writing baptisma when they meant the 
result of a changing, would be more effectual in 
doing away with sectarianism and in bringing all 
evangelical denominations into the attitude of 
Christian unity (each allowing other the right to 
an opinion) than would anything else that could 
be done. 

Of some parts of the N.T., a free translation 
would be admissible. But of those passages upon 
which Protestantism splits into denominations 
and sects, there must be an exact translation. 

In A.S.V. and in Bap. Imp. Ed., the preposi- 
tion “‘in’”’ is used in many places in which some 
other preposition would be better. 

It is the sectarian warpings that keep the 
church divided. It is scarcely necessary to mention 
other imperfections such as grammatical blunders. 
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Two of the new versions, to some extent, 
change regular verbs to irregular ones. For ex- 
ample, we find “‘leant’’ instead of leaned. ‘This is 


bad. ‘This is the opposite of what we ot to try 
to do. | 


In the A.S.V., in Luke vii 44, we find 
“wetted’’. This is good. Make regular all verbs 
that can be made regular. In many places, in our 
English versions, “‘shall’’ ot to be changed to will. 
Let the best up-to-date English be preserved in 
the English version of the Bible. 


In‘K.J.V. and ‘A.S.V., in Psa. Ixxxiviiiare 
the words “‘had. . be’ instead of the verb, would 
.. be. And, in 1 Cor. xiv 19, are the words “‘had 
.. speak’’ instead of the verb would. . speak. Both 
of these mistakes are corrected in Bap. Imp. Ed. 
The mistake in Cor., is corrected in 20th Cen. 
N.T., Weymouth’s N.T., Fenton’s N.T. and 
Moffatt’s N.T. 


Yet in Moff. N.T., are mistakes similar to the 
above and also other grammatical mistakes too 
numerous to mention. Let us notice a few of these 
mistakes. 

In Acts iv 17, are the words ‘‘had.. threaten’’ 
instead of the verb, would. . threaten. In 1 Cor. 
vii 2, are the words, “‘had . . have’’, instead of the 
verb, would .. have. And, in verse 21 of the same 
chapter, are the words, ‘‘had . . avail’, instead of 
the verb, would. . avail. 
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Notice the wrong case of pronouns. Matt. 
xxvi 22: “.. Lord, surely it is not me’. And in 
verse 25, “’.. Surely it is not me, Lord?’’ Acts viii 
34: “. . Pray, who is the prophet speaking 
about?’ Rev.i4: ‘*.. and peace from He’. 


Notice the omission of relative pronouns. 
Mark x 38: “*. . the cup I have to drink’’, instead 
of ‘‘the cup which I have to drink’. In the same 
verse is ‘*. . the baptism I have to undergo’, in- 
stead of “‘the baptism which’’ etc. Acts viii 6: 
‘*.. the miracles he performed’, instead of “‘the 
miracles which he performed’. There are many 
other omissions. 


Notice other bad English. Mark vi 38: “.. 
How many loaves have you got’’? John vi 68: 
‘“*.. Lord, who are we to go to? You have got 
words of eternal life’. 


If, in the A.S.V., the marginal readings were 
_ put in the text in place of the words that are there, 
it would be the best version that I have yet seen. 
Yet it is far from being perfect. And the eth on 
the end of each verb in the present third singular, 
is tiresome. In regard to such verbs, the Bap. Imp. 
Ed. is the better version. 

I have not before mentioned ‘“‘Centenary 
Translation of the New Testament’ by Helen 
Barrett Montgomery. The number of mistrans- 
lated passages, in this version, is about equal to 
the average number of mistranslated passages in 
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the versions which I have criticised. It appears 
that none of our translators knew the meaning of 
the word, baptism. They have believed it to mean 
a baptizing-with-water. By their efforts to trans- 
late in accord with this belief (or wish), they 
have badly botched some passages and have 
knocked the true meaning entirely out of some of 
the most precious parts of the N.T. Rom. vi 1-11 
is an example. Water is foreign to baptism. If 
we had a correct translation of the Bible, the ver- 
sions which we now have ot to be laid away back 
on a shelf and kept as relics of what translators 
have tried to do with the Bible. 

The name, “‘Peter’’, should never have been 
transferred into the English language. It ot to 
have been translated, ‘Stone’ (or Spall). 

John i42: “... Jesus said, You are Simon the 
son of John. You will be called Képhas (which is 
interpreted Stone). 

That is, it is Képhas in Aramean (their ver- 
nacular), Petros in Greek, and Stone in English. 

Matt. xvil6: “‘And Simon Stone answering 
said, Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living 
God”’. 

Matt. xvi 18: “And I also say to you, that 
you are Stone; and on this rock, I shall build my 
Conch cial s 

It is too late now to correct the name, Peter. 

Transcribers of the Greek MSS. have made 
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many changes in the text. It is possible that some 
changes were made before the oldest MSS. now 
known to exist were transcribed. It is even pos- 
sible that editors (their minds being imbued with 
perversion) have chosen some incorrect readings. 

Look at 1 Cor. xv 29: “Else what will they 
do who are baptized for the dead. If the dead are 
not awakened at all, why then are they baptized 
for them?”’ 

Is it possible that anything so absurd was 
practiced in apostolic time? Is it possible that, in 
apostolic time and without: apostolic rebuke, one 

~would be baptized with water to benefit some 
dead person? 

Paul does not, here, either approve or condemn 
the practice. He mentions it to prove that some 
were believing in the resurrection. For if they be- 
lieved that the dead would never be awakened, 
they would not be baptized for them. 

Do not forget the fact that God does not 
cleanse the heart with natural water. We have 
learned that the washing that makes whiter than 
snow is without any natural water. 

Notice what is better than natural water for 
the heart. 

Matt. iv 4: “‘Man shall not live on bread 


alone, but on every word that proceeds out of 
the mouth of God’. 
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John vi 63: “. .. The words which I have 
spoken to you, are spirit and are life’. 

John vi 68: “... Thou hast words of aidnian 
life’. 

1 Pet. i 23: “having been generated again, 
not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by 
the living and abiding word of God’. 

1 John 115: “‘but whoever keeps his word, 
truly in him the love of God has been perfected’. 

Eph. i 13: “having heard the word of truth, 
... you were sealed with the Holy Spirit of 
promise’ ’. 

Luke xi 28: “. . . happy they who hear and 
keep, the word of God”’. 

John viii 31: “... [If you abide in my word, 
you are truly my disciples’. 

Luke viii 21: “*... My mother and my broth- 
ers are these who hear and do, the word of God”. 

John xv 3: “Already you are clean by reason 
of the word which I have spoken to you’. 

Now the question is, Does Christ cleanse the 
church with water? or does he cleanse it with the 
word? 

There is reason to believe that Eph. v 26 
should read thus: ‘‘that he might sanctify it, hav- 
ing cleansed it with the word’’. 

This verse, in the Greek MSS. which we now 
have and in our English versions, has the appear- 
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ance of having been bungled. It does not make 
clear sense. 

It appears that, at some time, the words, “‘with 
the washing of water’’ were interpolated. 

This verse is not the only reason for believ- 
ing that the watery error was creeping into the 
church, possibly, before the end of apostolic time. 

Rejoice because ‘‘already you are clean by rea- 
son of the word which’’ Christ has spoken to you. 

Your brother, 
APD Gp 
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‘THE SACRAMENTS 


| Euareston, Calif. 
Friday, Mar. 23, 1928. 
Yd Rage 
My Dear Brother:— 

For what are the sacraments? and what do 
they mean? We read concerning the passover (in 
Ex. xii 26), “And it will come to pass when 
your children will say unto you, What do you 
mean by this service? that you shall say...” 

This question implies that a church service 
has a meaning—that it is for some purpose. 

And it will come to pass when your children 
will say unto you, What do you mean by the 
Lord’s supper? that you shall say.... 

And it will come to pass when your children 
will say unto you, What do you mean by a bap- 
tizing with water? that you shall say .... What 
will you say? 

A Pedobaptist was asked, What good does it 
do a baby to baptize it with water? She replied, 
“Tt makes it one of the elect’. 

Others ascribe the same virtue to the water in 
the case of an adult. 
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There is, in this world, much of the belief 
that water can wash away sins and renew the heart. 

Why should baptizing with water be prac- 
ticed? Some would say that the Lord commands 
it, and we must obey. If this answer were cor- 
rect, we might still ask, Why does the Lord com- 
mand it? What good does it do? 

We all agree that we must obey the Lord. 
“To obey is better than sacrifice’. But let us not 
jump to the conclusion that the Lord commands 
us to do some foolish thing, just for the purpose 
of compelling us to obey. 

What he commands us to do is right and 
proper, a benefit to us, to others or to all. 

‘The word “‘sacrament’’ means an oath, a vow, 
a sacred thing. 

Among Protestants, there are two services that 
are called sacraments. Comparatively, it matters 
little what name is given to a service. The impor- 
tant question is, What do you mean by this 
service? 

In Ex. xii 14, we read, ‘‘And this day shall be 
unto you for a memorial.” 

In 1 Cor. xi 24, 25, we read that Jesus had 
said, of the Lord’s supper, ‘““This do in remem- 
brance of me’. 

And such a service is not only a memorial, but 
is also a proclaiming. Paul says, ‘‘For as often as 
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ye eat this bread and drink the cup, ye proclaim 
the Lord’s death till he come’ (1 Cor. xi 26). 

Therefore, the Lord’s supper commemorates 
and proclaims, by actions (which speak louder 
than words), the Lord's death. 


Once upon a time, the prophet Agabus took 
Paul’s girdle and “bound his own feet and hands, 
and said, Thus says the Holy Spirit, So will the 
Jews in Jerusalem bind the man that owns this 
girdle’. Why did he act this out? He did it for 
emphasis. 


Some truths are especially worthy of emphasis. 
If a truth or fact be peculiar to the Christian reli- 
gion, and also necessary for our salvation, surely 
such a truth or fact is worthy of being empha- 
sized—is worthy of being proclaimed by actions, 
is worthy of being proclaimed by a sacrament. 

Is marriage a sacrament? Marriage is sacred, 
but it does not commemorate and proclaim any 
great fact that is peculiar to the Christian religion 
and necessary for our salvation. Therefore, mar- 
riage is not a sacrament in the sense in which the 
Lord’s supper is a sacrament. 

Is feet-washing a sacrament? A few Protes- 
tants say that Jesus instituted a sacrament (or an 
ordinance) of feet-washing. He did very plainly 
command his disciples to wash each other's feet. 
But most people believe that now it is not obey- 
ing the letter, but obeying the spirit, of the com- 
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mand, that is beneficial and receives the Lord's 
approval. 


Feet-washing is not symbolical of any great 
fact peculiar to the Christian religion and neces- 
sary for our salvation. ‘Therefore, feet-washing 
is not a sacrament in the sense in which the Lord’s 
supper is a sacrament. 


Is there, in the Christian church, any other 
service that is a sacrament in the sense in which 
the Lord’s supper is a sacrament? 


What facts, beside the Lord’s death, need to 
be emphasized? 


The incarnation of the Son of God, the birth 
of the Saviour, was “‘good tidings of great joy 
which shall be to all people’. But this great fact 
peculiar to the Christian religion and necessary for 
our salvation, is commemorated and proclaimed, 
by the date of each year and by the observance of 
Christmas. 

We may not find, in the Bible, any command 
to count time from the birth of Christ and to ob- 
serve Christmas. But God knew that time would 
be so reckoned and that Christmas would be ob- 
served. Therefore, it was not necessary to insti- 
tute any other service for commemorating and 
proclaiming the birth of Christ. 

The resurrection of Christ is peculiar to the 
Christian religion and necessary for our salva- 
tion. Paul says, ‘‘But if Christ has not been 
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awakened, your faith is vain; ye are yet in your 
sins’ (1 Cor. xv 17). 

Remember that the great fact that “Christ was 
awakened from among the dead by the glory of 
the Father’, was first known by his disciples on a 
day that was not the old Jewish sabbath—on a 
day that was not, before that time, the holy day. 

‘There is no sacredness in such names as Satur- 
day (Saturn's day), Sunday (Sun’s day), Mon- 
day (Moon's day). 

There is nothing in the name Saturday nor 
in the name Sunday, to cause us to esteem one day 
above another. 


But, in accord with the spirit and intent of the 
Gospel, “‘the first day of the week’’ became the 
Christian Sabbath. 

Christians keep holy this day rather than any 
other day because it was the first day of the Lord’s 
walking “‘in newness of life’, having been ‘‘awak- 
ened for our justification’. 

Wherever Christians keep Sunday holy, they 
not only commemorate the resurrection of the 
Lord, but they proclaim to the world, his resur- 
rection. Thus 52 times in a year, his resurrection 
is proclaimed by actions. 

And this great fact is additionally emphasized 
at Easter time. 

The observance of Sunday, including Easter 
Sunday, is, in import, the same as a sacrament. 
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By it, the resurrection is proclaimed by actions as 
efficiently as it could be proclaimed by any sacra- 
ment. It would be superfluous to have any other 
service for proclaiming by actions this same 
thing. ) 

Let us rejoice because Sunday is not the old 
Jewish sabbath, but “THE Sabbath nevertheless, 
not commemorative of deliverance from Egyptian 
bondage, but commemorative of the awakening 
of the Lord for our justifying, the Christian Sab- 
bath for a purpose peculiar to the Christian re- 
ligion. 

We see that the three great facts: the birth, 
the death and the resurrection, of Christ all are 
commemorated and proclaimed, by actions, with- 
out any sacrament except the Lord’s supper. 

Should the burial of the Lord be proclaimed 
by a sacrament? Let us see. Is burial of the body 
peculiar to the Christian religion? Certainly not. 
Many more sinners than Christians are buried. 

Was the burial of the body of Jesus necessary 
for our salvation? He was not put down into a 
grave. And even his being laid in a tomb was 
not necessary. If his body had been left on the 
cross, he would have been ‘“‘awakened from 
among the dead by the glory of the Father’, 
would have been ‘“‘awakened for the justifying 
of us’, would have come down from the cross; 
and our redemption would have been accom- 
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plished just the same. Nothing like a burial of 
his body was necessary. Burial is neither peculiar 
to the Christian religion nor necessary for salva- 
tion. 

The body of Jesus had to be entombed (not 
buried) in order to be an antitype of the body 
of Jonah. Aside from that, he might have re- 
mained not entombed, like the “two witnesses’ 


of Rev. xi 9. 


We have seen that the resurrection of Christ 
is amply commemorated and proclaimed without 
any sacrament for that purpose. 


Therefore, when your children will say unto 
you, Is there a sacrament to commemorate and 
proclaim burial and resurrection? you shall say, 
No; there is no such sacrament in the church. 


Now notice that we are discussing the mean- 
ing (not the mode) of a sacrament. If a sacra- 
ment be observed by a burial, it is not for the 
purpose of commemorating and proclaiming bur- 
ial. If it were observed for that purpose, it would 
not be a sacrament in the sense in which the 
Lord’s supper is a sacrament. 

Is there any other service that is a sacrament 
in the sense in which the Lord’s supper is a sac- 
rament? Let us see. 

“If any man sin, we have an Advocate with 
the Father, Jesus Christ, the righteous’. ‘The 
word that is here translated ‘“‘Advocate’’ might 
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be translated ‘‘Helper’’. And it is the same word 
that is translated “‘Comforter’’ when it refers to 
the Holy Spirit. 

See what Jesus says of this all-sufficient 
Helper, the Holy Spirit. 

“That he may be with you for the age’. 

‘He abides with you and will be in you’. 

“He will teach you all things, and bring to 
your remembrance all that I said unto you’. 

“But when he, the Spirit of truth is come, 
he will guide you into all the truth.” 

And Paul says, 

“Walk by the Spirit, and you will not ful- 
fill the lust of the flesh’. 

“As many as are led by the Spirit of God, 
these are the sons of God’. 

“If any man have not the Spirit of Christ, 
he is none of his’. | 

“The fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, 

“The Spirit himself makes intercession for 
us’. 

“The Spirit also helps our infirmity’. 

“Strengthened with might by his Spirit in 
the inner man’. 

‘For by one Spirit we all were baptized into 
one body, ...; and were all made to drink one 
Spirit’. 

Such passages of Scripture teach us that it 
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is only by the aid of the Holy Spirit that any 
one can live righteously in this world. 

The Holy Spirit is our Renewer, our Com- 
forter, our very present Helper. 

Jesus said, ““Whoever may blaspheme against 
the Holy Spirit, has not forgiveness for the age, 
but is guilty of sin age-during’’ (Mark iti 29). 

It behooves us not to underrate or speak 
lightly of the work of the Holy Spirit. 

It is written, “Be not deceived; God is not 
mocked; for whatever a man may sow, that also 
he shall reap. For he that sows unto his own 
flesh shall of the flesh reap corruption; but he 
that sows unto the Spirit will of the Spirit reap 
life age-during’’ (Gal. vi 7,8). 

A life of righteousness is necessary even if it 
be as short as that of the repentant thief on the 
cross. 

The Holy Spirit enables us to live the neces- 
sary life of righteousness. 

A life of righteousness by the aid of the Holy 
Spirit, is peculiar to the Christian religion and 
necessary for our salvation. 

Therefore, a service to proclaim a righteous 
life by the aid of the Holy Spirit, would be a 
sacrament in the same sense in which the Lord's 
supper is a sacrament. 

Did the Lord institute such a sacrament? 
Jesus said to John the Baptizer, “‘Permit now; 
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for thus it is becoming to us to fulfill all right- 
eousness’ (Matt. ii 15). That is, Permit now; 
for it is proper for us thus to proclaim the fulfill- 
ing of all righteousness. 

Jesus was without sin. And he now began 
publicly to fulfill the righteous law—publicly to 
live a sinless life. He came not to destroy the law 
but to fulfill. If he had any sin of his own, he 
could not atone for the sins of the world—could 
not be our Substitute. He must keep the right- 
eous law perfectly. 

Immediately after being baptized with water, 
he was praying. Then (bringing out clearly the 
meaning of the service) the Holy Spirit descended 
upon him ratifying the proclaiming of a life of 
righteousness by the aid of the Holy Spirit. 

In Luke iv 1, we read, ‘“‘And Jesus full of 
the Holy Spirit, returned from the Jordan’. And, 
in the same chapter, we read, “‘And Jesus re- 
turned in the power of the Spirit into Galilee’. 
And he stood up to read. What did he read? 
“The Spirit of the Lord is upon me’. 

Later, speaking of the Father, he said, “I do 
always the things that are pleasing to him.” 

To the Jews he said, ““Who among you con- 
victs me of sin’. 

Afterward, he said to the Father, “I glorified 
thee on the earth, having finished the work which 
thou gavest me to do’. 
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His public ministry was finished, but he had 
not yet fulfilled all righteousness. “There was yet 
opportunity for him to sin. The last words that 
he spoke before he died were, “‘It is finished.”’ 
The righteous law had then been fulfilled. All 
that his baptizing with water proclaimed was 
then finished. There was neither burial nor resur- 
rection in it. 

Notice that Jesus, in instituting this sacra- 
ment, did not say, “‘Suffer it now; for I must be 
buried and rise again’. He said nothing about 
death, burial nor resurrection; but spoke only of 
righteous life. 

And it will come to pass, when your children 
will say unto you, What do you mean by a bap- 
tizing with water? that you shall say, A bap- 
tizing with water commemorates the necessity 
of man’s renewing, and proclaims that ‘the per- 
son being baptized will endeavor henceforth, by 
the aid of the Holy Spirit, to live the life of 
which Jesus gave the pattern. 

Both the sacraments instituted by the Lord 
Jesus, are sacraments in the same sense. “They 
commemorate and proclaim facts peculiar to the 
Christian religion and necessary for our salva- 
tion. 

The Lord’s supper is the sacrament for Jesus 
Christ. It proclaims his death. 
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A baptizing-with-water is the sacrament for 
the Holy Spirit. It proclaims his work. 

And it will come to pass, when your children 
will say unto you, Is a baptizing with water the 
door into the visible church? that you shall say, 
If a baptizing with water does “exhibit an image 
of the severity of the sufferings of Christ’’ (as 
some say), or if it “shows the burial and resur- 
rection of Christ’’ (as others say), it cannot, with 
any propriety, be the door of the church. ‘The 
Lord’s supper could just as well be the door of 
the church. 


But, if a baptizing with water commemorates 
the necessity of man’s renewing, and proclaims 
that the person being baptized vows that hence- 
forth he will endeavor, by the aid of the Holy 
Spirit, to live the life of which Jesus gave the 
pattern, the service is an asking, in a beautiful, 
impressive and most befitting way, for admission 
into the church. There is no way in which he 
could more solemnly promise to live such a life 
as a church-member ot to live. 


And it will come to pass, when your children 
will say unto you, Is a baptizing with water a 
means of grace—does it do a person any good? 
that you shall say, If the person being baptized 
with water, believes that it washes away original 
sin, and all the actual sins which he may have 
committed, that it imparts to him spiritual regen- 
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eration, makes him a child of God and an inheritor 
of the kingdom of heaven, it is not a means of 
grace but is the opposite. It is an outward cere- 
mony in which he trusts, believing that he has 
that much to his credit and that, on that account, 
he does not need to exert himself to the utmost to 
live a righteous life. It may make him believe 
that he is a Christian when he is really a great 
sinner. 


It would be much better not to observe this 
sacrament at all than to observe it with a mean- 
ing so perverted that it utterly fails to accom- 
plish that for which the Lord Jesus instituted it. 

If observed with the meaning which Christ 
gave to it, it is a means of grace. One does not 
regard it as something placed to his credit, lessen- 
ing the necessity of moral character; but, on the 
contrary, every time that he is reminded of what 
he has proclaimed, ascends his prayer: God, help 
me so to live. 


And it will come to pass, when your chil- 
dren will say unto you, Does Christ command 
us to baptize with water? that you shall say, He 
does not so command us. And we are not sure 
that it is a sacrament. | 


Evidence in favor of its being a sacrament, is 
the fact that it was practiced by Christians in 
apostolic time. 


In favor of its not being continued, is the 
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fact that Christians may have made a mistake in 
continuing what Christ did not command them 
to continue. Paul was very glad that he had 
baptized with water only a very few. He says 
(in 1 Cor. 117), “For Christ sent me not to 
baptize but to preach the Gospel’’. And baptiz- 
ing with water has made more spurious Chris- 
tians than has any other one thing that is taught 
by denominations and sects. 7 

In regard to the Lord’s supper, Jesus said, 
“This do for the remembering (of) me’. But 
we do not know that Jesus ever told anybody 
that baptizing with water should be continued. 
Jesus was baptized with water, but we do not 
know that that baptizing was the instituting of a 
sacrament. He did not even say that he was set- 
,ting us an example. 

Matt. xxviii 19, 20 commands us not only 
to make disciples of all the nations, but to do 
that by metamorphosing them into the sov- 
ereignty of the Father and of the Son and of the 
Holy Spirit, and by teaching them what they 
should do and what they should not do. We 
are to disciple them into being real Christians. 
Mark xvi 16 means, He that believes and is “in 
Christ’? will be saved. ‘There is nothing said 
about water. And we know that in very many 
cases Mark xvi 16 would not be true if it means 
“baptized with water’. 
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The baptizing-with-water of Jesus was, in 
two respects, decidedly different from that of any 
of the others whom John baptized. 

John’s baptizing-with-water proclaimed re- 
pentance. Jesus had nothing of which to repent. 
Therefore John hesitated. 

On no other one whom John baptized, did 
the Holy Spirit descend until the day of Pente- 
cost. On Jesus, the Holy Spirit descended im- 
mediately, making his baptizing proclaim a life 
of righteousness by the aid of the Holy Spirit. 
This fact goes to prove that this is the meaning 
of all Christian baptizing with water after the 
day of Pentecost. 

Teaching or practicing abuses or perversions 
of the sacrament, does harm—wmakes it an evil 
instead of a good. 

And it will come to pass when your children 
will say unto you, Are the sacraments public 
services? or are they private services? that you 
shall say, Many believe that the Lord’s supper is 
for the purpose of imparting spiritual nourish- 
ment. And they argue that it should be private 
like a family feast because, when the supper was 
instituted, there were present only Jesus and his 
disciples. 

But excluding on-lookers is the opposite of 
the intent of the sacrament. Jesus had said to his 
disciples, ‘““What I tell you in darkness, speak in 


178 Proclaims Christ’s Death 


the light; and what you hear in the ear, proclaim 
upon the housetops’” (Matt. x 27). The Lord's 
supper is not a private feast. 

And it is not for ‘‘the strengthening and re- 
freshing of our souls.” 

Jesus said, ‘“There is nothing from without 
the man, that going into him can defile him; but 
the things which proceed out of the man are 
those that defile the man’ (Mark vii 15). 


The converse of this is also true: There is 
nothing from without the man, that going into 
him can make his spiritual nature better; but the 
things which proceed out of the man are those 
that nourish his soul. 

Jesus said, ‘““He that believes into me, as said 
the Scripture, from within him will flow rivers 
of living water’ (John vii 38). These rivers of 
living water proceeding from within him are 
those that nourish and refresh his soul, and not 
eating of bread and drinking of wine. 

To observe the Lord’s supper once each year, 
would suffice. Let his death be commemorated 
and proclaimed just as often as his birth is cele- 
brated. In the N.T., we are not told how often. 
That question is left with the members of the 
church. The words: “‘For as often as ye eat this 
bread’ mean, For as often as ye may eat, etc. 


But it appears that a great multitude are de- 
pending, for soul strengthening, almost entirely 
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upon the Lord’s supper—entirely upon the serv- 
ices that are inside of the church building. And 
they seem to believe that the oftener they observe 
the Lord’s supper the better it is for their souls. 

Read James i 27 and ii 8. Does he say that 
religion pure and undefiled, consists of being bap- 
tized with water and observing the Lord’s sup- 
per? He does not mention the sacraments at all. 

Uninspired teachers say, Observe the sacra- 
ments, and so fulfill the law of Christ. 

Paul says (in Gal. vi 2), ““Bear one another's 
burdens, and so fulfill the law of Christ.”’ 

Trusting in the sacraments for salvation and 
substituting the observance of sacraments in the 
place of righteous living, is a great error, a great 
perversion of the teaching of the N.T. 

In the book of Common Prayer, is such teach- 
ing as this: “‘How many sacraments hath Christ 
ordained in his church? Answer. ‘Two only, as 
generally necessary to salvation; ...”’ 

And there is this concerning the Lord’s sup- 
per: ‘What are the benefits whereof we are par- 
takers thereby? Answer. The strengthening and 
refreshing of our souls...” 

Jesus said of the Lord’s supper, ““This do’’. 
This do for what purpose? ‘This do else you 
have no life in you? No; Jesus did not say any- 
thing like that. It is the Brethren (Dunkards) 
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whose teaching is so twisted that they say some- 
thing like that. 

This do that all your sins may be forgiven? 
No; Jesus did not say anything like that. 

This do for the strengthening and refresh- 
ing of your souls? No; Jesus did not say any- 
thing like that. 

But these things which Jesus did not say are 
what is taught, in a greater or less degree, by dif- 
ferent denominations. 

In John vi 53-57, Jesus does say something 
like what is implied in the first of the above three 
questions, but not in connection with the Lord's 
supper. But the Lord’s supper symbolizes that 
of which he here speaks. “The sacrament was not 
yet instituted. 

Christ, in regard to his earthly life, is con- 
sumed by us; but not more during the observing 
of the sacrament than at other times. We do not 
receive spiritual nourishment in observing the 
Lord’s supper any more than in doing other 
duties. 

Of this sacrament, Jesus said, ““This do in 
remembrance of me’. He did not give us any 
other reason for observing this sacrament. Paul 
adds, ‘‘For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink 
the cup, ye proclaim the Lord's death till he 


come’. 
It is a service in which all Christians can 
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unite, and each can help to proclaim the great 
fact that Christ is sacrificed for (consumed by) 
us, and that because of his death we have spir- 
itual life. 

We were under the death penalty. Christ 
died, thus paying the penalty for us. By accept- 
ing him as our Substitute in dying, we are, in a 
spiritual sense, continually eating his flesh and 
drinking his blood. Thus we live the life eternal. 

In John vi 53-57, Jesus says, ‘‘Verily, verily, 
I say unto you, Unless you eat the flesh of the 
Son of man and drink his blood, you have not 
life in yourselves. He who is eating my flesh and 
drinking my bood, has life age-during; and I will 
raise him up in the last day. For my flesh is true 
food, and my blood is true drink. He who is 
eating my flesh and drinking my blood, abides 
in me and | in him. As the living Father sent 
me, and I live because of the Father; he also who 
is eating me, will live because of me’. 

It is sad that any people are so shallow in 
their reasoning as to teach that Jesus here means, 
Unless you eat the bread and drink the wine in 
the sacrament, you have no life in you. 

Eating the bread and drinking the wine, is 
not the spiritual eating and drinking. It is only 
the symbolic eating and drinking—only a com- 
memorating and proclaiming of the great fact 
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that we are continually consuming Christ sacri- 
ficed for us. 

In observing this sacrament, there should be. 
publicity, humility and reverence (not pomp and 
worldly display). 

As the Scribes and Pharisees added traditions 
to the law of Moses until the,meaning of the law 
was, at some points, lost sight of; so religious 
teachers add errors, perversions, superstitions and 
abominations, to the teaching of the N.T., until 
the true teaching of the N.T. is lost sight of. 

In Luke xviii 15-17, we read, “‘And they 
were bringing unto him also their babies, that 
he should touch them; but when the disciples 
saw it, they rebuked them. But Jesus called them 
unto to him, saying, Suffer the little children to 
come unto me, and forbid them not; for of such 
is the kingdom of God. Verily I say unto you, 
Whoever will not receive the kingdom of God 
as a little child, shall in no wise enter therein’. 

Now notice a perversion of N.T. teaching: 
And they were bringing unto him also their 
babies, that he should forgive their sins; but 
when the disciples saw it, they rebuked them. 
But Jesus called them unto him, saying, Suffer 
the little children to have sponsors and to be bap- 
tized in sanctified water that their sins may be 
mystically washed away. Verily I say unto you, 
It is by being baptized with sanctified water, that 
they are made inheritors of the kingdom of God. 
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Many believe that a baptizing with water is 
for the purpose of privately washing away sins. 
This is a monstrous error. 

‘The washing away of sins, is ““with the name 
of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our 
God’’. 

A baptizing with water is for the purpose of 
publicly proclaiming that the person baptized 
will henceforth, by the aid of the Holy Spirit, 
live such a life as a church-member ot to live. 

And now may the Lord bless you abundantly 
by enabling you to live, teach and practice, the 
truth and simplicity of the glorious Gospel of 
Christ. 

Give my love to all, especially to those who 
love our Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity. 

Affectionate regards to you and yours. 


sala 7. Al Be 
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SEVENTH EPISTLE 


METAMORPHOSM 
WHAT Is IT? 


Euareston, Calif. 
Friday, Mar. 30, 1928. 
ot es 
My Dear Brother:— 

Metamorphosm is baptism. Baptism is being- 
in-Christ. 

You remember that, in the second Epistle, by 
having a correct translation of 1 Pet. ii 20, 21, 
we saw that Peter tells us very plainly what bap- 
tism is and what it is not. 

We there found the correct answer to the 
question, What is baptism? We found the cor- 
rect answer with the same certainty with which 
a conclusion is reached by a mathematical dem- 
onstration. 

It is very important that the answer be uni- 
versally known. If it were thus known, there 
might be much more harmony between different 
Christian denominations, and some denomina- 
tions might be much more Christian than they 
are. 

On my desk, is a catechism in which [ read, 
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“Question. Who gave you this name? 

Answer. My sponsors in Baptism; wherein I 
was made a member of Christ, the child of God, 
and an inheritor of the kingdom of heaven’’. 

Notice that a ceremony is spoken of as be- 
ing baptism. Other denominations also speak of 
a ceremony as being baptism. 

And they say, “Baptism is a sacrament’. 
But the truth is, that baptism is no more a sac- 
rament than regeneration is a sacrament. | 

The wrong use of the word “‘baptism’”’ is 
almost universal. All their lives, people have 
been saying “‘baptism’’ when they meant a bap- 
tizing with water. 

People have been taught that a baptizing- 
with-water is baptism. It is probable that most 
people will never unlearn this which has been 
erroneously taught. 

The writers of the N.T. have not written 
“baptism’’ in any place in which they meant a 
baptizing with water. Please fix that in your 
mind. 

Jesus said, “Verily, verily, I say, unto you, 
he who believes into me, will also do the works 
that I do; and he will also do works greater than 
these, because I go unto the Father’’ (John xiv 
12). 

Because Jesus went unto the Father, the Holy 
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Spirit was given to be with us thru the age. See 
John xvi 7 and xiv 16. 

By the aid of the Holy Spirit, Christians do 
works greater than those which Jesus did. The 
Holy Spirit can renew the heart of a notorious 
sinner. 


A woman can be just as wicked as a man can 
be. But let us think of a man. The wife and 
children know that it is about time for him to 
come home. ‘They are watching in fear and 
dread. When he comes, he does not have a pleas- 
ant word for anyone. The children keep as far 
from him as is possible. He is dissatisfied with 
all that is done for him, and fills the house with 
threatenings and profanity. 


Let us look at this man again. He is coming 
home. His family are watching for him. When 
they see him, the children run to meet him. ‘They 
take hold of his hands and walk along with him, 
eagerly telling him what they have enjoyed dur- 
ing the day. He meets his wife with a pleasant 
greeting. And, when in the home, instead of 
curses and faultfinding, there is appreciation; and 
there is praise to God and giving of thanks for 
love and family and friends and other comforts 
and, most of-all for “‘life age-during in Christ 
Jesus our Lord.” 

What is this changed condition in the man? 
It is being-in-Christ. It is baptism. ‘The sinner 
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has been changed, metamorphosed, baptized—so 
changed that what was a sinner is now a Chris- 
tian. “He that believes and is baptized, will be 
saved’ (Mark xvi 16). 

Many say that immersion (meaning submer- 
sion) under water, is baptism. That is no more 
like baptism than on ox-cart is like an anthem. 

Some say that a little water put on a person 
(with accompanying ceremony) makes him a 
child of God and an inheritor of the kingdom of 
heaven. This too is but a miserable failure. 

‘There is but one condition of heart and soul, 
that is baptism. 

Some people who have been religiously trained 
from infancy, have doubts because they cannot 
experience as great a transformation as some oth- 
ers appear to have experienced. 

Sinners are far from being equally wicked. 
Some are ‘‘not far from the kingdom of heaven’’. 
‘Therefore it is reasonable to believe that the work 
of baptizing (changing) a person from being a 
sinner to being a Christian, is not, in all cases, 
equally great. But it is the same in nature and in 
result. 

No one should trust that he is a Christian 
because he is a member of the visible church and 
has observed the sacraments. 

To everyone there should be a time of deci- 
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sion when he resolves that henceforth he will be 
a Christian. 

And he needs to pray, “‘God be merciful to 
me a sinner’. He must absolutely surrender and 
vow allegiance, to Jesus. He must prove his sur- 
render by taking up every cross, and endeavor- 
ing to live exactly (not just nearly) as he be- 
lieves that a Christian ot to live, remembering 
the words of Jesus: ‘“Thus, therefore, every one 
of you who does not bid farewell to all that he 
has, cannot be my disciple’ (Luke xiv 33). 

He should believe that Christ died as his Sub- 
stitute and for his sin. And he should believe 
that he has been given credit for having died 
“with him’’ for his own sin. Then he has a right 
to apply to himself Rom. vi 7: “He who did 
die has been justified from sin’. And then let 
him apply to himself, Rom. v 1. 

All this is under the influence and by the 
aid, of the Holy Spirit. 

In Rom. xii 2, Paul says, “‘Be ye trans- 
formed’. It may be translated ‘“‘Metamorphose 
yourselves’. In Acts ii 38, Peter says, ‘Be bap- 
tized’. In Acts xxii 16, Ananias says to Saul 
what might be (let us say, should be) translated, 
“Baptize yourself’. 

Therefore, this is a question: Should a per- 
son submit to be baptized? or should he baptize 
himself? 
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Jesus says, ‘‘Behold, I stand at the door, and 
knock’. If the person is simply willing to let 
Jesus stand and knock, there is no baptism. 

But Jesus goes on to say, “If any man hear 
my voice, and open the door, I will come into 
him, and will sup with him, and he with me’. 

To repent of sin, and to endeavor with all 
one’s might to live righteously, believing that 
God thru Christ forgives the sins of the past, 
and that the Holy Spirit will enable one to be 
righteous in the future, is opening the door of the 
heart. 

When the door of the heart has thus been 
opened, the Spirit of Christ has come in, and the 
result is baptism. 

We cannot say at what minute, daylight 
came this morning. But, in the day, we know 
that the light has come. A baptizing may be as 
quiet as the coming of light in the morning. 

By repenting, and believing with the heart, 
you have baptized yourself; and you have been 
baptized, metamorphosed, into (oneness with) 
Christ. 

Rejoice that you were ‘‘made to drink’ into 
your heart, holy Spirit of Christ, and that he 
sups with you and you with him. 

Give my love to all, but especially to all 


them that are in Christ. 
Your brother, 


Luke xiv 26-30. Jie 


EIGHTH EPISTLE 


KING JAMES VERSION, Most MONSTROUS 
ERROR, REBORNATION, JOHN iit 5, THERE 
MUST BE TWO GENERATINGS, LIQUID (CORRUP- 
TIBLE SEED), INCORRUPTIBLE SEED, FATHER- 
HOOD OF GOD, BROTHERHOOD OF MAN, APOS- 
TLES’ CREED, DoxoLocy, GLORIA. MIZPAH 
BENEDICTION, GREEK OF MORE VALUE THAN 
LATIN. 


Euareston, Calif. 
Friday) Aprich3) 19268; 
YC FAR 
My Dear Brother:— 

I am glad and I am sorry. I am glad that 
you have decided to lay aside the old King James 
version of the Bible. I am sorry that we do not 
have, to put in its place, a version that is with- 
out a fault. And it is a cause of sorrow that 
there are many thousands of people who have 
more love for statements that are old than they 
have for exact truth. They say that the K.J.V. 
has been the means of bringing many thousands 
of sinners to Christ and, therefore, it is good 
enough. But the truth is that it has been of in- 
calculable value to the world, not because of its 
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mistranslations but, in spite of them. And its 
mistranslations have caused nearly universal er- 
rors in religious belief. 

In the Greek, there are four different words 
each of which, in the old K.J.V., is translated, 
fool’. | 

In Matt. v 22, we read, ‘“‘whosoever shall say 
to his brother, . . . Thou fool, shall be in danger 
of hell fire’. 

In Matt. xxiii 17, 19, we read that Jesus said 
to the Scribes and Pharisees, ““Ye fools and 
blind’. They were not his brothers. 

But in Luke xxiv 25, we read that Jesus said 
to two of his brothers, “‘O fools, and slow of 
heart’. They were his brothers. See Mark it 
33-35. 

In the Greek, there are four different words 
each of which, in the old K.J.V., is translated 
“‘world’’. One of these words does not mean 
world nor anything like world. 

This mistranslation has led into the error 
of believing that the world will come to an end 
at the time of Christ’s second coming, that “‘the 
harvest is the end of the world’”’. 

But when the N.T. is correctly translated, it 
plainly teaches that that is not true. 

In the Greek, there are three words each of 
which, in the old K.J.V., is translated, ‘“devil’’. 

This mistranslation has led into the error of 
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believing that there are many devils, that Jesus 
cast out devils, that there are many devils in hell, 
that hell is their beloved home, and that in hell 
they will torment human beings as says the old 
hymn: “‘And devils there your mouth will gag’. 
But the truth is that there are legions of de- 
mons, that Jesus cast out demons, that there is 
only one devil, that he is not in hell and will not 
be until more than a thousand years from now, 
that he has no desire to be in hell, but he will be 
cast into hell by force, because it is the place of 
punishment prepared for the devil and his angels. 
The world belongs to Christ. The devil is 
not willing that Christ come into possession of 
his own. But Christ will finish what he has un- 
dertaken to do; “for it behooves him to reign 
until he will have put all enemies under his feet’’ 
GEAOn XV 20). 
In the Greek, there are three words each of 
which, in the old K.J.V., is translated, ‘‘hell’’. 
This mistranslation has led into great error 
in religious belief. “The error consists in ascrib- 
ing to God foolish and back-end-foremost, work. 
It is error to believe that when the wicked 
die, their souls are immediately cast into hell, 
and that away in the distant future, after (or in 
connection with) the general resurrection, they 
will be brot up out of hell to be judged and then 
put back again into the same place. 
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But the truth is that there is nobody yet in 
hell. But after, or in connection with, the gen- 
eral resurrection, all whose names are not found 
written in the book of life, will be cast into the 
lake of fire (gehenna, hell). 

The above comparison of the K.J.V. with a 
correct translation, brings thots into our minds 
in regard to the judgment. 

If it be true (as some say) that the judgment 
will not be conducted in the way that John saw 
in vision, we can believe that the result will be 
the same as if it were thus conducted. 


Therefore this Scripture was thus written to 
give to all degrees of human intelligence, in all 
the centuries, a conception of the result of the 
judgment. 

Perhaps the manner of the judgment will be 
beyond our present understanding. 

“For now we look thru a glass with an 
enigma (1; Cor. xiid2)).. 

Enigma should be spelled, ainigma, and pro- 
nounced, i-nig-ma. But “‘what cannot be cured, 
must be endured’, and we yield to established 
usage in regard to this word and other words 
such as demon instead of daimon. 

In the N.T. of the old K.J.V., the words, 
“God forbid’, occur in sixteen places. But in 
the Greek of these places, there is no word that 
means God, and no word that means forbid. 
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When correctly translated, 2 Cor. v 14 is one 
of the sweetest verses in all the Bible. It is fully 
equal to John iii 16. But as it is mistranslated 
in the old K.J.V., the general reader does not get 
out of it any true meaning. 


In the old K.J.V., 2 Tim. 1 9 and Titus i 2 
each ends with the phrase, “‘before the world be- 
gan’. But in the Greek, there is nothing at all 
said about the world. 


In this phrase, there is no word that means 
“world” and no word that means “‘began’’. The 
same, or about the same, substitution is made in 
a number of other places. Of the above men- 
tioned phrase, Rotherham gives the correct trans- 
lation: “‘before age-during times’. “That is, be- 
fore aidnian times. Most (not all) of the other 
versions give us an absurd or a nonsensical, trans- 
lation. 

In the old K.J.V., in some places, the word 
“‘dead”’ is substituted in the place of died. ‘These 
substitutions produce statements that are not true. 
Look at Gal. 11 21. Here it is declared that Christ 
is dead. This is not true. The Greek declares that 
Christ died. This is true. 


We have now noticed some of the mistransla- 
tions and substitutions which lead into errors. 
There are other faults which do not lead into 
errors. [he language thruout is of the solemn 
style. It puts eth, est, st, or t, on the ends of 
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verbs. In some of the new versions, the solemn 
style is not used at all. Correctness lies between 
the two extremes. Let the solemn style be used 
in addressing the Deity but nowhere else. It is 
better that we read, ‘‘O God, thou God of my 
salvation’’ than to read, O God, you God of my 
salvation. It is better that we read, “‘Let the peo- 
ple praise thee’ than that we read, Let the peo- 
ple praise you. To use you instead of “thou” or 
“‘thee’’, seems too much like an effort to belittle 
the Infinite One. And by not using the solemn 
style except in address to the Deity, we are rid 
of the annoying eth. 

In nearly (not quite) all places, “‘shall’’ ot 
to be changed to will. 


Monstrous Error 


Martin Luther did a great and good, work. 
If God had not raised up some such men to save 
the Christian religion, there would be very little 
Christianity in the world today. Luther and 
other reformers, were brot up in the religion of 
perversion. But keep it clear in your mind that 
there was no reformation of that religion. 

It is not surprising that reformers, in their 
teaching, did not become entirely free from per- 
version. 

Think it not strange, therefore, that nearly 
all Christian teaching is somewhat incorrect be- 
cause of contamination from perversion. 
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This contamination in Christian teaching 
and in the English versions of the N.T., is largely 
the cause of the division of Christianity into 
‘denominations and sects. 

Christians utterly reject the perversion of the 
Lord’s supper, but they accept, teach and prac- 
tice, in a degree, the perversion of baptism. 

The perversion of baptism which Christians 
accept, is the teaching that baptism is an outward 
ceremony, a baptizing with water. 

This is the MOST MONSTROUS ERROR 


in Christendom. 


In the second Epistle, we saw that Peter, in 
1 Pet. itt 20, 21, tells us very plainly that bap- 
tism is the antitype of being-in-Noah’s-ark. It is 
being-in-Christ. Baptism (being -in- Christ) 
saves. 

A great multitude of people prefer to believe 
that a baptizing with water saves. How can it 
be made to appear that the Bible teaches that a 
baptizing with water saves? It can be said that, 
when the writers of the N.T. wrote baptisma, 
they meant baptisis. 

This false statement against the writers of 
the N.T. stands in our Greek Lexicons today in 
connection with the definition of baptisma. 

Because of this false teaching, nearly the 
whole of Christendom assumes that, when the 
writers of the N.T. wrote of a condition of heart, 
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they did not mean what they wrote but did 
mean a baptizing-with-water. Can any assump- 
tion beat this? 

Individuals sanction it when they speak of a 
baptizing-with-water calling it baptism. Per- 
sons who desire always to speak in accord with 
truth, will learn not to say baptism when they 
mean baptizing-with-water. 

Do you now see that, while Christians utterly 
reject transubstantiation, the perversion of the 
Lord’s supper, they sanction an equal perversion 
of baptism? 

This perversion which was not got rid of 
during the reformation nor at any time since, has 
caused misinterpretation and mistranslation of 
parts of the N.T. 

If the N.T. were correctly translated in all 
parts, the denominations ot to be able to settle 
their differences by appealing to the N.T. But 
as long as parts of our English versions uphold 
error, there will be a lack of Christian unity, even 
tho the denominations may try to work together 
in harmony. 

It ot to be made possible for Christians to 
believe alike. “Therefore, the greatest need of the 
church in the line of material equipment, is a 
correct English version of the N.T.—correct and 
therefore unsectarian, free from the mistransla- 
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tions and interpolations that have been put into 
our English versions. 

Translators and teachers of religion, because 
their minds.are imbued with perversion, interpret 
some words to mean what they do not and never 
did mean. 

They have mistranslated and misinterpreted 
many passages of the N.T. in efforts to make the 
N.T. appear to teach that observing watery cere- 
monies is necessary and sufficient for salvation. 

Such teaching, mistranslating, interpolating, 
and falsely defining, deceive many. 

I knew a Presbyterian minister who was sor- 
rowing because one of his children had died in 
infancy without having been baptized with 
water. He feared that the child might be forever 
lost because of his neglect. 


Printing After Transcribing 


The art of printing was invented in 1440. 
Before that time, the Greek MSS. of the N.T. 
were transcribed by hand. In this transcribing, 
many “‘various readings’’ were made. In ‘Helps 
to Bible Study’’ in the Bagster Bible, we read, 
‘“There are more than 2,000 known MSS. of the 
New Testament in whole or part’. ‘Here we 
meet with a great number of various readings— 
as many as 182,000 have been detected’. 

Since the K.J.V. was made, older copies of 
the Greek MSS. have been found—copies which 
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are more nearly like the original MSS. which 
were lost. Therefore, it is possible now to have, 
of the N.T., a version more nearly correct than 
is any old version. 

Of the Greek MSS., the oldest copies known 
to exist were made in the fourth century. There- 
fore, even these oldest known MSS. may be 
slightly warped toward the monstrous perversion. 

But, if we had these MSS. correctly trans- 
lated into our present-time language, we would 
have a version that would point out the way of 
salvation so clearly that none would need to err 
in regard to it. 


Regeneration, not Rebornation 


Some Christian teaching is that rebornation 
is the result of a spiritual baptizing, and that a 
baptizing with water proclaims the spiritual bap- 
tizing. 

The N.T. teaching is that regeneration is in- 
cluded in baptism, that baptism is being-in-Christ, 
and that there is no such thing as rebornation. 

The Christian teaching of rebornation and 
the corresponding mistranslations in the N.T., 
prevent people from getting a clear and correct 
understanding of certain portions of Scripture. 

A father does not give birth to children. We 
do not have any “Mother God’ nor “mother of 
God’’ nor any female God, of whom we could be 
born. 
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Therefore, ‘born of God’’, “‘born of the Holy 
Spirit’, “born of water and of Spirit’, “‘twice 
born’ etc., are absurd terms. 

A sinner can be generated from above. See 
John iii 3. There is such a thing as regeneration. 
There is such a condition as, “generated of God’’. 

True Christians have been generated of God, 
and he, “‘having predestinated us unto adoption 
as ‘sons (Eph. 15), bas) ‘taken us into’: the 
household of God”’ (Eph. 1119), into ‘the house- 
hold of faith’’ (Gal. vi 10); Jesus being ‘‘the 
only-begotten Son of God’’ (John 111 18). 

Whether we should say that a child of God 
has been reborn or that he has been regenerated, 
cannot be determined by the meaning of the 
Greek word, gennad, which means generate, be- 
get or bring forth. 

This word occurs in 1 John 11 29, ii 9, iv 7, 
v 1, 4, 18, and anagenna6 in 1 Pet. i 23. 

In every one of these places, in the K.J.V., it 
is translated, ‘‘born’’. 

And in every one of these places, in the A.S. 
V., it is translated, “‘begotten’’. That is, in l 
Pet. and in 1 John, in the A.S.V., this fact is 
recognized: A child is generated or begotten of | 
the father, and born of the mother. But the 
A.S.V. is wrong in using, in these places, the 
word, ‘“‘begotten’’, instead of generated. Chris- 
tians have been generated of God and adopted. 
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Jesus is the only begotten Son of God. See John 
iii 16 and elsewhere. 

In the K.J.V., in 1 Pet. 1 23, we read, “‘be- 
ing born again, not of corruptible seed, but of in- 
corruptible’’. 

In 1 John iti 9, we read, ““‘Whosoever is born 
of God doth not commit sin; for his seed remain- 
eth in him: and he cannot sin because he is born 
of God’. 

These two verses furnish absolute proof that 
“born” is not the right word. If it is “born”, 
why, in 1 Pet. i 23, is seed mentioned? And in 
1 John iii 9, why is it written that his (God's) 
seed remains in him? 

Every one of the above named passages in 1 
Pet. and in 1 John, and also 1 Pet. i3 and John 
i 13, speak of persons who have been generated 
of God, regenerated (not born of God). 

I have known Christians to be so side-tracked 
by that mistranslation, ‘“‘born’’, as to believe (or 
to try to believe) that Jesus, in John iii 5, means 
Unless any one be lifted out of water in the like- 
ness of a natural birth, he cannot enter into the 
kingdom of God. But baptizing-with-water is 
foreign to the subject. 

Now let us think of the one verse, John iii 5: 
‘, .. Unless any one be generated of water and of 


Spirit, he is not able to enter into the kingdom of 
God”, 
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It is difficult or impossible to make plain the 
true meaning of a passage of Scripture when there 
is a mistranslation blocking the way. 

The first thing to do is to remove the mistrans- 
lation. ‘That word, “‘born’’, is a mistranslation in 
every verse in which it occurs in this chapter. 

It must be taken away, and the word, generated, 
must be put in its place. 

We have already called to mind the fact that a 
child is generated of a male, and born of a female. 
The Holy Spirit is nowhere in the Bible, spoken 
of as being female. Therefore it is, generated of 
Spirit. 

And water and Spirit are both connected with 
the one verb. Therefore it is, ““Unless any one be 
generated of liquid and of Spirit’. 


Nicodemus (like every other person) had been 
generated of liquid seed. But in verse 6, Jesus 
says, ‘“IThat which has been generated of the flesh, 
is flesh’’. And in verse 7, he says, ‘Do not wonder 
that I said to you, It is needful for you to be 
generated from above’. 

There must be two generatings. In 1 Pet. i 23, 
Peter mentions the two. His words imply that the 
first generating is of corruptible seed. This agrees 
exactly with John iii 5. The liquid is corruptible 
seed. 

And Peter goes on to say that the generating- 
again (the regenerating) is of incorruptible seed. 
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How beautifully one passage of Scripture confirms 
another passage written by a different writer. 

Jesus is not telling Nicodemus anything about a 
birth out of church-tub water. 


Relationship 

‘There is another teaching in which wrong 
words are being so used as to make the Gospel of 
no use. Such is the doctrine of the universal 
fatherhood of God and the universal brotherhood 
of man. I have heard preaching somewhat like 
this: Even if a man be as wicked as the Devil 
wants him to be, he is a son of God and a brother 
of Jesus Christ. 

Who does Jesus say is the father of murderers 
and liars? ‘‘Jesus said unto them, If God were 
your Father you would love me; ... You are of 
your father the Devil, and the lusts of your father 
it is your will to do. He was a murderer from the 
beginning, and stands not in the truth, because 
there is no truth in him. When he speaks a lie, he 
speaks of his own; for he is a lie teller, and the 
father of it... . He that is of God hears the words 
of God. For this cause you hear them not, because 
you are not of God” (John viii 42-47). 

Who does Jesus say are his brothers? ‘“‘And one 
said to him, See, your mother and your brothers 
stand outside, wishing to speak to you. But he 
answered and said to him that told him, Who is 
my mother? and who are my brothers? And he 
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stretched forth his hand toward his disciples, and 
said, See, my mother and my brothers. For who- 
soever will do the will of my Father who is in the 
heavens, he is my brother, and sister, and mother’ 
(Matt. xii 47-50). 

Such Scripture clearly teaches us that the 
wicked are not children of God nor brothers of 
Jesus Christ. 

“But as many as received him, to them gave he 
the right to become children of God’ (John i 12, 
wo. v.) 

But some one says, We must love everybody; 
and by calling them our brothers and by telling 
them that they are children of God, we show them 
that we love them. 

If we love them, let us not deceive them by 
telling them that they are children of God and 
brothers of Jesus Christ, when they are not. 

It is our duty to love even the wicked and to 
try to persuade them to become children of God. 

The fleshly relationship of most people is that 

of (more or less) distant cousins. 


Repeated in Public Worship 


I would here call your attention to the fact 
that many Christian congregations, every Sunday 
morning, repeat the (falsely called) Apostles’ 
Creed. | 
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These congregations do not seem to be aware 
of the fact that they are thus teaching their young 
people some things that are not true. 

The composition appears to be a result of 
growth. At least some of it is 500 or 600 years 
from being apostolic. Some of its statements are 
such as should be believed, and others are not. 
Some of its statements, tho true, are not the most 
important that could be drilled into people every 
Sunday morning. 

Most of its statements concerning Jesus Christ 
are important truths. But it is not necessary that 
a person be often reminded of the fact that Jesus 
was crucified by permission of Pontius Pilate. 
Every body ot to know that it was possible for 
wicked people to crucify the Lord only because he 
himself permitted them to crucify him. Without 
his own permission, nothing in the world could 
have been more impossible. Jesus said, “‘I lay 
down my life, that I may take it again. No one 
takes it from me, but I lay it down of myself. I 
have authority to lay it down, and I have author- 
ity to take it again’’. 

To be drilled into people every Sunday morn- 
ing, there is nothing more important than the 
great fact that Jesus voluntarily died as a Substi- 
tute for the people of this world, and that all who 
heartily accept him as their Substitute, are given 
credit for having died for their own sin. 
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That Christ was buried, is a false statement 
both in this creed and in our English versions of 
the N. T. He was laid in a sleeping-room in which 
he was awakened “‘by the glory of the Father’. 
He was not buried. 

Now think of the statement, ‘‘I believe in the 
Holy Ghost’’. God is Spirit. Holy Spirit is God. 
It is wrong to call God a Ghost. 

And think of the statement, “I believe in the 
Holy Catholic Church’. What the word, catholic, 
may have meant a long time ago, is not what it 
means now. 

It is not right to believe in ““Communion of 
Saints’ when it is understood to mean, com- 
munion with dead people and with Christians 
whom we never have seen and of whom we never 
have heard. Such belief is superstition, and it tends 
toward belief in praying to dead people. Praying 
to dead people is idolatry. 

I believe that the resurrection of the body (ex- 
cept the body of Jesus) is not mentioned in the 
Bible. 

Paul teaches that the relation between the old 
body and the spiritual body, will be somewhat 
like the relation between a planted seed and the 
new crop. Read beginning with 1 Cor. xv 35. 

The Creed to be repeated by a congregation 
might be somewhat like this: 
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I believe in God the Father, in Jesus Christ his 
only begotten Son, and in the Holy Spirit. 

I believe that Jesus was begotten by Holy 
Spirit, was born of the Virgin Mary, and that by 
living a sinless life he fulfilled the law of righteous- 
ness. 

I believe that in being crucified, he was the 
Substitute for the whole world, and that all who 
absolutely surrender to him, are given credit for 
having been nailed to the same cross with him, for 
having been laid in Joseph’s tomb with him, and 
for having been awakened with him to newness 
of life. | 

I believe that he ascended into heaven and 
that he will come again at the end of this age. 

I believe in the resurrection out from among 
the dead, in the resurrection of the dead, and in 
endless life. 

We have seen that, in the old (falsely called) 
Apostles’ Creed, there are at least four statements 
which thinking Christians cannot conscientiously 
join with other people in repeating. 

Let Christians awake, get out of old ruts of 
error, and throw the old Creed (falsely called 
Apostles’ Creed) to “‘the pale shades of Erebus 
and profound night.’’ 

Better than the Doxology that is usually 
sung, is one written by Isaac Watts: 
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““To God the Father, God the Son, | 
And God the Spirit, ‘Three in One, 
Be honor, praise, and glory given, 
By all on earth, and all in heaven.” 


The ‘Gloria’ also contains the word ‘‘Ghost’’. 
And does it express what we really wish? Think 
of the words, “‘is now and ever shall be’. Do we 
really wish that no greater amount of glory will 
ever be given to God than that which now is 
ascribed to him by the people of this age? Or do 
we rejoice because of having abundant reason to 
believe that the highest glorification of God is yet 
to come when Christ will have finished his work? 

Is there not living some one who is able so to 
revise the “‘Gloria’”’ that Christians can get out of 
the old rut? 

The Mizpah Benediction is closely associated 
with ruts of error. Read, in K. J. V., Gen. xxxi 
49: *.., The Lord watch between me and thee, 
when we are absent one from another’. 

Think of these words: “‘watch between me 
and thee’. Watch for what? Watch to prevent 
you from doing any act of meanness against me 
when I cannot watch you myself. Is this what the 
members of a Sunday School or of a Young 
People’s Society, wish to say to each other when 
they separate? If it is not, why do they not get 
out of the rut of error? Why do they not say what 
they mean? They would better say something 
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like this: Jehova guide, comfort and uphold, you 
while we shall be separated one from another. 


Teach Greek 


You may have noticed, as I have noticed with 
sorrow, that the study of the Greek language is 
being abandoned. It is even being thrown out of 
some Christian colleges. If all those who are now 
getting an education, do not get even a smattering 
of Greek, in a few years no one will be living who 
can read the real N. T., but all will have to depend 
solely on the twisted versions. Urge the making 
of an unsectarian version. 

The colleges that throw out Greek and retain 
Latin are away off from the right track. Time 
has been wasted in studying much Latin, but 
every Christian deserves to have the privilege of 
getting a smattering of Greek grammar and N. T. 
manuscript. Therefore, these ot to be taught in 
the high schools and in every college and uni- 
versity. 


The Gospel Greater Than Error 


We have reason to believe that so mistranslat- 
ing the N. T. as to make it appear to teach that 
watery ceremony is necessary and sufficient for 
salvation, has led many into fatal error. 

But baptizing with water is not the Gospel. 
Paul says (in 1 Cor.i17), “Christ sent me not to 
baptize but to preach the Gospel’. 
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And we can join with him in saying, “I am 
not ashamed of the Gospel for it is the power of 
God unto salvation’’ (Rom. i 16). 

In spite of all that translators have tried to do 
with the Bible, it is our infallible rule of faith and 
practice. 


The Farewell 


I have tried to make these Epistles brief and 
clear. And now they are as long as I had planned 
them to be. 

I feel that I am older than I once was. Time is 
flying. I am yet ignorant, but my motto still is 
this: “‘Never too old to learn’. I hope to write 
you another series of Epistles. But whether that 
is, or is not, God’s will, remains to be seen. 

My old-time friend, my brother in Christ, 
why do we long for old times and yet would 


rather go on than to go back? Iti is not because of * 


the hope of being with our old-time friends in the 
Great Beyond? 

The Lord continue to bless both you and 
yours. Well do I remember your wife when she 
was Miss Thallassa Rivers. Give her my regards. 
Let me say to both of you, “God be with you till 
we meet’. Meet me “over there’. 

Watch for him who said, ‘In what hour you 
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think not, the Son of man comes’? (Matt. xxiv 
44). 
Your brother, J. T. 

Jude 24, 25. 

P.S. I do not profess infallibility. What I 
have written is what I believe to be truth and 
nothing but truth. And if I have written any- 
thing that is untrue, or unjust, or unkind, it is a 
mistake of the head and not of the heart. 
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EXPLANATIONS 
of 
PICTURE REMINDERS 


The Scripture in the first four Reminders, in- 
cluding the Dedicatorial, is discussed here (not in 
Epistles). 

Nearly (not quite) every picture reminder, in- 
cluding the Dedicatorial (the Frontispiece) con- 
tains a correct translation of some passage of 
Scripture which, in one (or more than one) of our 
versions, is mistranslated. A reminder usually 
contains only a part of the verse named. 

In the K.J.V., the mistranslation in Rev. i 5 is 
the fault of some transcriber rather than of the 
translators. The MS. was incorrect. Christ freed 
us (not washed us). And he not only loved us in 
the past when he bot us and we became his slaves, 
but he loves us now. See what he says in reminder 
number 2. 

But he has a perfect right to call us slaves. In 
1 Cor. vi 20 and vii 23, Paul tells us that we were 
bot with a price. He owns us as surely as any one 
in the South ever owned slaves before 1863. 
“Bondservants’’ may mean the same as slaves, but 
it is not certain that the general reader of the Bible, 
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will understand that we “‘servants’’ are Christ's 
property. 

At the same time in which Christ made us his 
slaves, he also freed us from our sins. But re- 
member that it is not true that he “washed us in 
his blood’. 

But some people say, “It does not make any 
difference whether it is freed us or washed us. It 
all amounts to the same thing’. Wait a minute 
before jumping to such a conclusion. One error 
leads into another error or into other errors. 

Washing in blood and plunging in blood are 
foreign to a correctly translated Bible. All hymns 
about washing or plunging, in blood, are unscrip- 
tural and never ot to be sung. 

In number 3, the washing and the bleaching 
are two different things. People, by living strictly 
upright lives, can wash their robes. But (see Isa. 
Ixiv 6) “All our righteousness is as a polluted 
garment’, not white enough to meet the require- 
ment of the law. And the only thing under 
heaven, given among men, with which they can 
bleach their robes, is the blood of the Lamb. In 
this verse, Goodspeed omits the second verb and 
connects the word, white, with the first verb. But 
remember that the “‘blood of the Lamb”’ is the 
“blood of sprinkling’. See Heb. xii 24. Sprin- 
kling is with blood, not tn blood. 

In number 4, ‘“‘blood’’, in the Greek, is instru- 
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mental dative (with blood). Here read Isa. Ixiii 3. 
Bap. Imp. Ed. retains the mistranslation, “dipped 
in’, in Rev. xix 13, and also the mistranslation 
“much water’ in John iii 23. Retaining mistrans- 
lations to deceive the general reader of the Bible, 
is not the right way of upholding our belief, Let 
us cut out every deception and then see how much 
is left on which to base our belief. 

In regard to number 5, I may say that I had 
intended to answer that question, but I afterward 
decided not to write anything about it. 

Also in regard to number 6, read, near the end 
of third Epistle, what is written about out-resur- 
rection. 

_ Number 7, the first of four picture reminders 
of Greek idioms, ot to be (except for want of 
space) preceded by a picture reminder of Matt. vii 
6. But read, in third Epistle, all that is there writ- 
ten about Matt. vii 6, and thank God that he has 
put on record one idiom which is so plain that we 
have no great difficulty in understanding four 
other idioms. This idiom of Mark xiv 21, is a 
somewhat imperfect idiom. The means are plain 
and show us that the “‘him’’ is the Son of man. 
The words “‘that man”’ in the first term and in the 
fourth term, show us that these two terms are the 
extremes and belong together, tho they will not 
unite into one smooth sentence. 
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The five idioms are clearly explained in the 
third Epistle. 

In number 8, first read the means, then the ex- 
tremes. In Matt. xvi 19, we read, ‘‘I shall give to 
you the keys of the kingdom of the heavens: and 
whatever you may bind on the earth, will be 
bound in the heavens; and whatever you may 
loose on the earth, will be loosed in the heavens’’. 

If this is not evidence that Peter was inspired 
to preach and to write, what is it? 

On the day of Pentecost, he did not preach 
any such nonsensical absurdity as, ‘“‘Be baptized 
every one of you” (with water or dipped under 
water) “‘for the remission of sins’’. 

In using ‘‘the keys of the kingdom of the 
heavens’, he would not preach anything so erron- 
eous as that which is in our English versions. 

In number 9, first read the means, then the ex- 
tremes. Ihe verse (1 Cor. vi 11) begins thus: 
‘These things some of you were, but you washed 
yourselves clean’. The idiom follows and tells 
how they washed themselves clean. Notice that 
there is no natural water in this clean washing. 
Now you can understand the wholly spiritual (the 
Holy Spirit’s) washing in the next idiom. 

Number 10. First read the extremes, then the 
means. In our study of this idiom in third 
Epistle and in our study of John iii 5 in eighth 
Epistle, we saw that the regenerating of a soul, is 
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a work of God only. The Holy Spirit is God. 
The scribes and Pharisees said that Jesus spoke 
blasphemies because he claimed to do that which is 
a work of God only. See Luke v 21. When a min- 
ister claims to take people thru ‘‘the bath of re- 
generation’, thus claiming to do a work which is a 
work of God only, how far is he from speaking 
blasphemy? Now look at Tit. iii 5 in all the ver- 
sions that you have, and see how, by mistranslat- 
ing Or mispunctuating, they ascribe to mere man, 
a work which is a work of God only. 

Number 11. This question is answered near 
the beginning of fifth and also of eighth, Epistle. 

Number 12. About two-thirds of the way 
thru the N.T. part of first Epistle, find number 12 
explained. Using the word, “‘taint’’, in this pic- 
ture reminder, is a brief way of saying what might 
be expressed in these words: interpolated contamt- 
nation from perversion in the minds of the trans- 
lators. 

Number 13 and number 14. These two re- 
minders refer to Rom. vi2-11. In second Epistle, 
the following are explained in this order: 1 Cor. 
m2) D Pet. 20;21,) Rom: vi 2-11) Colin TL, 
12, 1 Cor. xii 13, and the baptizing by John the 
Baptizer. 

Number 14. If the ellipsis were filled, the 
phrase would be this: in our relation to the law. 
Some people say that our date is incorrect by four 
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years. I have assumed that it is correct. If correct, 
we were (in our relation to the law) crucified, en- 
tombed and awakened, with him in the spring of 
A. D. 34. But four years or six years would not 
make any difference. But remember that it was 
nearly 1900 years ago. It is consummate folly to 
claim to be buried with him now. It is not pos- 
sible for any person to be buried with him now in 
the defiled water in a church tub. Personally, he is 
not in any church tub. He is in heaven making 
intercession for us. See Rom. viii 34. 


Number 15. John iii 5 is fully discussed a little 
past the middle of the eighth Epistle. Jesus was 
begotten of God, but it required a virgin to give 
him birth. 

Number 16. Find 1 Cor. xii 13 in second 
Epistle, and not far from the beginning of fifth 
Epistle. In this Reminder, the middle part of the 
verse is omitted for the purpose of bringing to- 
gether the two statements which mean the same. 
‘‘Baptized’’, in this place, means the same that it 
means in Mark xvi 16. It means, changed from 
one condition into a better spiritual condition. 

Persons were baptized into death by being 
made to drink a cup of poison. We all were bap- 
tized into newness of life by being made to drink, 
into our souls, Holy Spirit. 

Number 17. About two-fifths of the way thru 
the third Epistle, read all that is written about the 
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verb, egeird. And continue reading until you have 
read all that is there written about ‘‘buried’’ and 
“raised’’. In our versions, every passage which 
says that Christ was buried, is mistranslation. 
When he was awakened from among the dead, 
there was no five tons of earth on him as there 
would have been if he had been buried as we bury. 
Is it possible to invent a more strange likeness than 
burial-under-water the likeness of Christ’s death 
up on the cross? Yet preachers preach this erron- 
eous absurdity. These preachers try to make peo- 
ple believe that crucifixion and burial are one and 
the same thing. But a dipping under water can- 
not be the likeness even of his burial because there 
never was any such thing as his burial. And Rom. 
vi 5 does not say, his burial. It says, ‘‘his death’. 
Surely nothing can be more true than this Re- 
minder. 

Number 18. About the sixth chapter of Rom., 
much is written in the second Epistle, some also in 
the third Epistle. No one can get the true meaning 
of Rom. vi 4 without remembering that baptism 
is changed condition. It is about equally impor- 
tant to remember that dia, in this verse, does not 
mean ‘“‘by’’. It means, because of. Never forget 
that, in our relation to the law, we are given credit 
for having been entombed with Christ because of 
changed condition (baptism). 

Rom. vi 2-11 is a most interesting part of the 
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Bible but, in regard to water, there is no part of 
the Bible more dry. As far as the East is from the 
West, so far is this part of the Bible from making 
even an allusion to the observing of any sacra- 
ment. 


Number 19. A little more than one-fourth of 
the way thru the second Epistle, find what is writ- 
ten about 1 Pet. iii 20, 21. Saying that water 
buoyed up the ark and, therefore, Noah and his 
family were saved by water, corresponds to the 
teaching of the book entitled NONSENSE. Put- 
ting ‘““‘washings’’ in a version where, in the Greek, 
it is baptizings, corresponds to the teaching of the 
book entitled DECEIT. Interpolating ‘‘mere’’, 
“after’’, “‘only’’, ‘‘our’, ‘‘your’’ corresponds to the 
teaching of the book entitled WARPINGS. Be- 
lieving and teaching that there are such things 
as being born of water and water baptism, cor- 
respond to the teaching of the book entitled 
ERRORS. Having a congregation repeat the er- 
roneous and falsely called Apostles’ Creed, and 
singing about and talking about the Holy Ghost 
instead of the Holy Spirit, correspond to the teach- 
ing of the book entitled OLD RUTS. 

Number 20. In the presence of this truth 
which is made plain in this Reminder and in the 
presence of other truths equally convincing, 
NONSENSE and all the other books must fall 
down from their perch of pride. 
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Number 21. The night scene at the Red Sea. 
In the beginning of the N.T. part of the first 
Epistle and not far from the beginning of the 
second Epistle, read all that is written about 1 
Cor. x 1, 2. In our versions, the mistranslating 
is in these two verses, and not in Ex. xiv 19 which 
is very explicit. Study it carefully. Could words 
make it more plain that the Israelites were NOT 
beneath the cloud—that the post of cloud did not 
spread itself out over two million of people? It 
“stood behind them’’. And, from the Egyptians, 
they were behind the cloud. They were under the 
protection of the cloud. The fact that the cloud 
protected them, and the fact that the sea divided 
after Moses stretched out his hand over the sea, put 
them into a changed state of mind in regard to 
Moses, changed their attitude toward Moses, bap- 
tized them into Moses. ‘‘All were baptized into 
Moses by the cloud and by the sea’ (1 Cor. x 2). 

This picture represents the west (or more 
northerly) side of the north end of the Red sea. 
The Israelites have gone over, the Egyptians have 
followed them, and the returning water has come 
almost to its usual level. 

Number 22. In the explanations of this Re- 
minder and of the Reminders which follow, there 
will not be one word in regard to the mode of bap- 
tizing practiced by John the Baptizer and the 
disciples of Christ. 
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In this Reminder, the verb is was. . . baptized. 
The words ‘“‘not first’? stand between the two. 
parts of the verb. We find, in K.J.V. and Moff. 
N.T., “had washed”, in Weymouth’s N.T. and 
Goodspeed’s, ‘‘did wash’’, in A.S.V. and Fenton’s 
N.T., “‘had bathed’, in Bap. Imp. Ed., “did bap- 
tize (immerse)’’, in Rotherham, ‘‘was immersed’, 
in Young’s N.T., “‘did baptize’. 

‘The Pharisee wondered because Jesus was not 
first baptized by an attendant. Elisha, for a time, 
was Elijah’s attendant. In 2 Kings iii 11 (in Bap. 
Imp. Ed.), we read, ‘‘Here is Elisha, the son of 
Shaphat, who poured water on the hands of 
Elijah’. By whatever mode the baptizing was 
done, the same water was never used the second 
time. It must be ‘‘clean water’. Defiled standing 
water of a church tub with people wading in it, 
Was never used. 

At one-fourth of the way thru the third 
Epistle, a little is written about Luke xi 38. 

In the Epistle entitled Versions and Lexicons, 
we were compelled to admit that the mode of O.T. 
baptizing was affusion, a falling upon. Here we 
are compelled to admit that the custom of the 
Jews, in the time of Christ, was affusion. 

But notice that this is not saying that John the 
Baptizer did not introduce a mode of baptizing 
that was very different from the custom of the 
Jews. And also notice that this is not saying that 
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the disciples of Christ did not practice the mode 
which John introduced. 

Number 23. This writing is for the purpose 
of pointing out mistranslations, universal errors 
and old ruts. In order to get to the mistranslation 
in 2 Kings v 14, we must notice how the people, 
in O.T. time, typified a purifying from the defile- 
ment of having touched a dead body. They used 
water mixed with ashes of a heifer. The first state- 
ment in this Reminder, tells what this water is 
called in the Septuagint. In regard to the second 
statement, read the whole verse, Heb. ix 13. It 
gives another name for this same ‘“‘water of 
sprinkling’ and tells how it was used. The third 
part of this Reminder, Seirach xxxi 30, tells what 
a person sprinkled with this water, was said to be. 
He was said to be “‘baptized from the dead’. 


Read this Reminder thus: “Water of sprin- 
kling’’, “‘sprinkling them that have been defiled’, 
“baptized from the dead’. 

‘The chain of proof is complete. There is no 
missing link. We must admit that O.T. typifying 
of baptizing was affusion. Psalm li 7 is “Purify 
me with hyssop, and I shall be clean’. A bunch 
of hyssop was used for sprinkling. See Ex. xii 22. 
In the Sep., verse 9 of the fiftieth Psalm is 
“Sprinkle me with hyssop, and I shall be purified’. 
Eze. xxxvi 25: ‘‘And I shall sprinkle clean water 
upon you’. 
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Read about 2 Kings v 14 in the Septuagint 
part of the first Epistle, B. C. 280. 

Number 24. In some versions (Moffatt’s and 
Goodspeed’s) this verse is badly botched: ‘‘he rose 
out of the water’ and “‘right up out of the water’’. 
In this Reminder, see the correct translation. The 
ellipsis is ‘having been baptized’. As soon as 
the baptizing had become a thing of the past, 
Jesus walked up the slight elevation of ground, 
away from the water. When correctly translated, 
this verse does not give us even a hint in regard 
to the mode of baptizing. 

Number 25. Some people may say that this 
picture does plainly hint what John’s mode of 
baptizing with water must have been. But notice 
that this picture represents only a small portion 
of the region near to Salim, and does not deny that 
‘there were many pools of water there’ some- 
where. 

Of John ii 23, find (near the beginning of 
third Epistle) proof of the correctness of this 
rigidly exact translation. It would be smoother 
U. S. language if we put in there as a euphonic 
word thus: ‘“‘because there were many waters 
there’. 

John had left the Jordan and had gone up near 
the divide in the mountains of Samaria not only 
because there were many waters there but also be- 
cause, in the Jordan, there was too ‘‘much water’ 
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and it was too roily, not clean enough. ‘“‘And the 
Jordan is full over all its banks all the days of 
harvest’’ (Josh. iii 15). 

What was true in regard to the necessity of 
having clean water in John’s baptizing, must be 
emphatically true in Christian baptizing. Chris- 
tian baptizing is symbolizing the Holy Spirit's 
washing of regeneration and renewing, the wash- 
ing that makes whiter than snow. Water for bap- 
tizing should be as clean as water for drinking. 


Persons put under the defiled water in a church 
tub, are not baptized. Wading and submersing 
in defiled water, destroy the meaning and intent of 
baptizing with water. The defilement has no way 
of escaping. In a river of clean water, the defile- 
ment instantly and continuously passes down- 
stream and clean water takes its place. 


And in sprinkling, the baptizer defiles the 
water by dipping his hand into it. If sprinkling 
be practiced, instead of the hand, there should be 
used something small and neat which would fill 
the purpose of a bunch of hyssop. 

The ritual universally used in baptizing with 
water: I baptize you in the name of the Father, 
etc., is a meaningless combination of words. It is 
based on a misunderstanding of Matt. xxvii 19. 
Jesus told his followers to disciple all the nations, 
changing them thoroly from worshipping idols to 
worshipping the true God, Father, Son, and Holy 
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Spirit. In the Greek, there is only one verb (make 
disciples) in this verse and the first half of the next 
verse. he first half of the 20th verse ot to be a 
part of the 19th verse. This one verb is followed 
by two participles (baptizing and teaching). 
These participles must not be entirely disconnected 
from the verb, as Moffatt and Weymouth and 
Goodspeed disconnect them. We are to disciple 
all the nations. How? Superficially? We are so 
to disciple them that it will be a transforming of 
them, and also a teaching of them to observe all 
things which Christians are commanded to ob- 
serve. [hat is, we are so to disciple them that they 
will be thoroly changed from their present con- 
dition into the condition of being true Christians. 
Jesus did not command us to do anything with 
water. This, like the sixth chapter of Rom. and 
the second of Col., is a very dry portion of Scrip- 
ture. But it has been, and is, universally misunder- 
stood. 

A ritual based on universal error, is far from 
being what it ot to be. The baptizer should say, 
With this clean water, you commemorate the great 
fact that God saved you by the Holy Spirit's 
washing of regeneration and renewing, which he 
poured out on you richly because of Jesus Christ 
your Saviour. And you proclaim that henceforth, 
by the aid of Holy Spirit, you will live the sinless 
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life of which Jesus gave the pattern. Be it so. 
Amén. 

A great many people will say that no one can 
live a sinless life in this age. A Christian is 
humble, and it may be that those who boast of 
their own holiness are deluded hypocrites. 

But “‘Any one who has been generated of God, 
does not commit sin, because His seed abides in 
him, and he is not able to sin because he has been 
generated of God”’ (1 John iti 9). 

Mistakes of the head are not always sins of the 
heart. But any one who has been regenerated, has 
been given the will not to commit sin. 

Ever bear in mind the truth that the following 
passages are as foreign to natural water as any- 
thing possibly can be foreign: Matt. xxviii 19, 
Mark xvi 16, John iii 5, Acts ii 38, Acts ix 18, 
Acts xxii 16, Rom. vi 4, 1 Cor. vi 11, I Cor. x 2, 
Epp. iv 5, Col. -u:12) Vic. ui 5, and, Pet, ii 21. 
These are just as dry as John iii 16. | 

Always remember that, in a correctly trans- 
lated Bible, every sentence containing the word, 
“baptism’’, is as dry as the driest sentence in the 
Bible. 

Never forget that baptism is changed condi- 
tion. To be baptized is to be changed from the 
condition of being “‘apart from Christ’? (Eph. ii 
12) into the condition of being ‘‘in Christ’ (2 
Gor. v 17). 
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To be “‘in Christ’’ is to be in harmony with 
Christ, to be absolutely surrendered to Christ, and 
to be glad because of being a slave of Christ. 

“May Jesus Christ be praised’. 

— “O how precious 
is the sound of Jesus’ name!”’ 
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